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DISPOSAL OF SURPLUS PROPERTY, JEFFERSON 
BARRACKS, MO. 


MONDAY, APRIL 21, 1952 


Unitep STates SENATE, 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

Met, at 10:10 a. m., pursuant to Senate Resolution 251, agreed to 
Januar y 24, 1952, Eighty-second Congress, second session, in room 357, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Clyde R. Hoey (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senators Clyde R. Hoey, of North Carolina; John L. 
McClellan, of Arkansas; Karl E. Mundt, of South Dakota; Richard 
M. Nixon, of C alifornia. 

Also present: Francis D. Flanagan, chief counsel; H. J. Hatcher, 
chief assistant counsel; Jerome S. Adlerman, assistant counsel; James 
Sheridan, investigator; Ruth Young, chief clerk. 

Senator Hory. The committee will please come to order. 

The other members of the committee will be along shortly. 

The purpose of this hearing is to make an investigation into the 
circumstances surrounding the sale of part of the Government-owned 
surplus facilities at Jefferson Barracks, Mo., to J. D. Streett Co., Inc. 
of St. Louis, Mo. Under date of March 10, 1952, Senate Resolution 
291 was submitted to the Senate by Senator Kem, of Missouri, and 
was eventually referred to this subcommittee. This resolution asked 
for an investigation of the manner in which the War Assets Adminis- 
tration and its successor, the General Services Administration, carried 
out the disposition of surplus property and specifically provides that 
an nner be made into the sale above referred to, which was made 
to J. D. Streett & Co., Ine. 

At the time Senator Kem introduced this resolution he informed 
the Senate that information had come to his attention indicating 
that the purchaser of this property had paid a fee of $25,000 to one 
James A. Waechter, a St. Louis attorney, allegedly for whatever 
political influence he could exert. 

It is the intention of this subcommittee to examine into all phases 
of this surplus property transaction and to determine all of the facts 
and circumstances surrounding the payment of the $25,000 legal fee 
to Mr. Waechter. 

I call as our first witness Thomas Peyton. 

Mr. Peyton, hold up your right hand. Do you solemnly swear 
that the testimony which you give in this hearing shall be the truth, 
the whole truth, ond nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Preyron. I do. 

Senator Horny. Have a seat. Mr. Peyton, will you give your 
name, address, and business? 
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TESTIMONY OF THOMAS L. PEYTON, CHIEF OF THE DISPOSAL 
BRANCH OF THE REAL PROPERTY DIVISION, PUBLIC BUILD- 
INGS SERVICE, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Preyron. My name is Thomas L. Peyton. I am at the present 
time Chief of the Real Property Disposal Branch of the Public 
Buildings Service here in Washington. 

In 1949 I was Director of the General Real Estate Disposal Division 
of War Assets in Washington. That Division was a staff division, 
the primary function of which was to supervise generally the sales 
programs of the various regional offices, and I might explain at 
this point 

Senator Horny. Will vou wait just a minute until the photographers 
are finished? 

All right, go ahead. 

Mr. Pryron. I might explain at this point, Senator Hoey, that 
the regional directors under War Assets had been delegated broad 
authority to offer properties for sale. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Will you speak a little louder, Mr. Peyton. 

Mr. Psyvron. All right, sir. 

The regional directors of War Assets Administration had been 
delegated broad authority to offer properties for sale, to conduct 
negotiations and to make awards without reference to Washington, 
within prescribed regulations and procedures. 

In those cases where a proposed recommendation or the action to 
be taken was beyond their delegated authority, those cases had 
to come to Washington, at which point my Division analyzed the 
proposals and made recommendations to the Administrator. 

Senator Horny. Mr. Peyton, was the sale of this property, Jefferson 
Barracks, in that classification, or in what classification was it? 

Mr. Pryvon. The sale of Jefferson Barracks, sir, involved the sale 
of 877 acres of land and extensive improvements. The sale made 
to the Streett Co. involved 36 acres and 5 buildings. Had the Streett 
sale been offered to Federal agencies and priority holders and publicly 
advertised and offered to the general public in accordance with regu- 
lations, it would not have had to come into Washington. It did 
come into Washington for the reason that the regional office recom- 
mended on August 1 

Mr. FranaGan. What vear was that? 

Mr. Pryron. 1949. That notice to priority holders and public 
advertising be waived, and that sale be negotiated w ith the Streett Co. 

Senator Horny. Was that an ordinary and customary thing for the 
regional offices to do in connection with sales? 

Mr. Peyron. It was a requirement. The regional directors did not 
have authority to waive notice and advertising. 

Senator Hory. I see. But when they wanted to have a negotiated 
sale, it was necessary for them to make a request to Washington? 

Mr. Peyron. That is right, sir. 

Senator Horny. Did the regional offices frequently ask for and 
receive authority to have this negotiated sale? 

Mr. Peyton. | would say it was not frequent. 

Senator Horny. Most of the time it was by advertising? 

Mr. Peyron. That’s right, sir. 

Senator Horny. And competitive bidding? 
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Mr. Peyton. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hory. What reason did the St. Louis offices assign for 
wanting this? 

Mr. Preyron. There was no reason given, Senator Hoey, why it 
was done, beyond the fact that in my opinion they thought that the 
Streett Co. had offered a very good price for the buildings, and they 
probably thought for that reason it was worth- wide submitting it to 
Washington. Beyond that, there was no reason given. 

Senator Horny. Now, when it was submitted to Washington, what 
did you do? 

Mr. Peyton. The case arrived here on August the 4th 

Senator Horny. 1949? 

Mr. Pryron. 1949, ves, sir. My Branch Chief, Mr. Thomas 
Cowherd, who had the supervision of that area, reviewed the recom- 
mendations and called them to my attention, and I told him to call 
the Kansas City office and tell them that we would not approve it, 
and to advise them to proceed with the notification to Federal agencies, 
and the advertising to priority holders and the general public. 

One reason why I took that action, sir, is this. The Kansas Cit 
office had stated in their recommendations that Federal agencies “i 
been notified of the availability of the property. 

In reviewing the case carefully, we noticed that of the 36 acres 
recommended, 13.41 acres had been under the jurisdictional control 
of the Department of the Army for the use of the Organized Reserves 
of Missouri, and had not been in War Assets surplus inventory since 
1947, therefore the Kansas City office was in error in stating that it 
had been offered to Federal agencies immediately prior to the sale. 

Therefore it had to go back to Kansas City, and Federal agencies 
and priority holders had to be notified before it could be offered to the 
general public. 

Senator Horny. Was that done? 

Mr. Preyron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Horry. And then what followed? 

Mr. Peyton. The property was offered to Federal agencies, as I 
recall from the records, on August 8. It was also advertised on that 
date to priority holders and the general public, with specific cut-off 
dates as to when priority holders would have to file their intent to 
exercise, and also when sealed bids would have to be filed, and also 
gave the bid opening date. 

The Kansas City office on August 17 sent us copies of the invitation 
to bid, a mimeographed copy of the advertisement that was being run, 
and later, it was about September 20, we received copies of the abstracts 
of bids themselves. On September 6, as I recall, the regional director 
had formally approved the transaction. That material was sent to us 
on or about Se ptember 20. 

Mr. Fuanacan. What was the successful bid that was submitted? 

Mr. Pryron. When bids were opened, apparently the Streett Co. 
bid was the only bid received. It called for an offer of $90,000 for 
the five buildings, and also a lease on the underlying 36 ac res of land, 
for a period of 10 years, with an option to pure ‘hase the land and the 
right to renew the lease at 10-year intervals. 

The file also shows that when bids were opened, the Kansas City 
office rejected that bid and made a counterproposal to the Streett 
Co. to the effect that the offer for the buildings was acceptable, and 
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they would approve it provided the Kansas City office could find a 
buyer for the underlying land. 

That was done, and on September 1 the Kraemer-Hicks Co. of 
St. Louis made a bid of $27,000 for the underlying land, and that was 
accepted by the Kansas City regional director. 

Mr. FLanaGcan. Was there any proviso in the bid of the Kraemer- 
Hicks Co. for the land? 

Mr. Pryron. Proviso—you mean to lease the land? 

Mr. Fuanaaan. Yes. 

Mr. Peyton. Yes, there was; the Kraemer-Hicks Co. agreed to 
lease the land to the Streett Co. for a period of 10 years. 

Mr. FuanaGan. And that was the final proposal, then, that was 
accepted by the War Assets Administration? 

Mr. Pryron. That is right, sir. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Now, to review that, is this the situation: that the 
Kraemer-Hicks Co. agreed to buy the land for $27,000? 

Mr. Peyton. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Fuanacan. And that they also agreed that they would lease 
that land to the Streett Co.? 

Mr. Pryron. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. FuanaGan. And do you know how much they were to lease 
that land for to Streett & Co.? 

Mr. Peyton. The bid of the Kraemer-Hicks Co. in the file shows 
that it was on the same terms as in the original Streett bid which was, 
as I recall, $2,700 a year. 

Mr. Fuanacan. And then, in addition to this agreement on the 
part of Kraemer-Hicks, who was to buy the land to lease to Streett & 
Co., is it not also true that Streett & Co. agreed to pay $90,000 to the 
Government for the buildings which were on the land? 

Mr. Peyton. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. FuanaGan. And that was the bid which was accepted by the 
Kansas City office? 

Mr. Peyton. That is right, sir. 

Mr. FLaAnaGANn. Was that approved by you people here in Wash- 
ington? 

Mr. Prytron. No; it was not necessary for Washington to approve it. 
At that point the Kansas City regional director had the delegated 
authority to accept the proposal. 

Mr. FuanaGcan. And he did accept that proposal? 

Mr. Preyron. That is right, sir. 

Mr. FianaGan. In order that we might complete our record, would 
you tell the committee briefly the chronology of the efforts of the 
J. D. Street Co. to obtain the buildings prior to the time that they 
actually purchased them under this agreement? 

Mr. Peyton. Yes. sir. 

The first evidence that we can find of the interests of the Streett 
Co. in this property was afforded to us in a covering memorandum 
from the Kansas City office dated May 20, 1949. 

There were forwarded to us copies of an exchange of correspon- 
dence between the Joseph M. Darst Realty Co. of Kansas City 
and our Kansas City office, in which the Darst Co. said that they had 
interested the Streett Co. in this particular property and went on to 
describe the area that they sought to acquire. 
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That included the 13.41 acres then in the custody and under the 
control of the Department of the Army for the use of the Organized 
Reserves of Missouri, and two other parcels that were surplus | and in 
War Assets’ inventory. I might describe that property to you more 
fully, if you would care for me to do so. 

The 13.41 acres of land in the c ‘ustody and control of the Organized 
Reserves extended from the foot of the high limestone bluffs east to 
the right-of-way of the Missouri Pacific Railroad, and along that rail- 
road some 2,000 feet; that is, on the west side of the railroad. 

On that parcel were located these five buildings that have been 
previously mentioned. 

The Darst Co. also wanted to obtain for the Streett Co. two other 
tracts, a tract extending from the east line of the Missouri Pacific 
Railway right-of-way to the river, and also a third parcel directly 
north of the Organized Reserves’ property. That comprises the total 
area that the Darst Co. was 

Mr. FuanaGan. Do your records indicate when Streett & Co. first 
began negotiating for this property with the Kansas City office of 
War Assets Administration? 

Mr. Preyron. The dates of the exchange of correspondence between 
the Darst Co. and the Kansas City office, are May 6, 12, and 14. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Who is Darst? 

Mr. Pryton. Darst is the real-estate agent who was trying appar- 
ently to find a site and location for the Streett Co. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. In other words, Darst was Streett & Co.’s real- 
estate broker? 

Mr. Peyton. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Now, at this time, in May of 1949, what was the 
status of this property? 

Mr. Pryron. ‘wo parcels were in War Assets surplus inventory. 
The third parcel, which I have described as the {property of the 
Organized Reserves of the State of Missouri, was not surplus property. 
It was under their custody and control, and War Assets at that time 
did not have jurisdiction over it. 

Mr. Fuanacan. And what was the next step in the chronology of 
Streett & Co.’s efforts to get the property? 

Mr. Peyron. I have, since going over this case, obtained certain 
dates which I think the committee should have. 

On June 6, 1949, the Organized Reserve of Missouri, with head- 
quarters in St. Louis, recommended to the Fifth Army in Chicago, 
Ill., that the 13.41 acres and improvements be reported surplus to the 
needs of the Organized Reserve. This information I obtained from 
the Chief of Engineers’ office here in Washington. 

On June 10, 1949, the Fifth Army in Chicago forwarded the recom- 
mendations of the Organized Reserve to the Army General Staff, 
Washington, concurring in the recommendations, and on July 6, 
1949, the Army General Staff in Washington forwarded its approval of 
the recommendations to the Office of the Chief of Army Engineers, with 
instructions to declare the property of the Organized Reserve surplus. 
That is the chronology. 

There were during this period of time certain events that had a bear- 
ing on War Assets’ part in the general disposal picture. As you 
probably will recall, in 1948 Congress passed Public Law 862, by the 
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terms of which War Assets was abolished effective February 1949 and 
War Assets was prohibited from accepting new declarations of surplus. 
The provisions of that law expired or originally were set for expiration 
in February, and they were extended until June 30, 1949. 
On July the Ist, War Assets was abolished and was superseded and 
absorbed by the General Services Administration under the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. So that any transactions in this case after July 1 
were by GSA, successor of War Assets? 

Mr. Pryron. That ts correct, sir. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Can you tell us from your reeord when this 13 
acres which was part of the property sought by Streett & Co. was 
actually taken in as surplus property? 

Mr. Pryron. Yes, sir; on July 22, 1949. 

My records don’t re flect the exact circumstances of all phases of 
transfer from the Corps of Engineers to War Assets, but I can give 
you these significant dates. 

Congressman Karst of Missouri, at that time—about July 1 
expressed his interest in seeing this property made available for sale 
so that the Streett Co. could bid on it, and he gave as his reasons the 
fact that the company would employ 2,500 people in his district, and 
that it was an important operation for that area. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. Have you got a letter or any other memorandum 
from Congressman Karst indicating his interest in July of 1949. 

Mr. Peyron. No; we do not. The only reference I have is in a 
memorandum which we wrote to the Administrator of General 
Services Administration on July 15, in which we stated that Congress- 
man Karst had expressed an interest in the property. 

I want to go back and say that on or about July the 6th we were in 
doubt as to just where we did stand in War Assets. We knew we had 
been abolished; we knew that for 1 year prior thereto we had not been 
legally authorized to accept declarations of surplus, and so, when this 
matter came up, | think we did the prudent thing by writing to the 
general counsel under date of July the 8th and asking him if at that 
time there was any legal prohibition against the acceptance of the 
declaration, we got his opinion that there was none, and on July the 
15th we prepared a memorandum to the Administrator of General 
Services, in which the ( reneral Counsel concurred, recommending that 
the property be accepted as surplus. 

As I recall, the general counsel advised us that, in view of the 
abolishment of War Assets, the Administrator of General Services 
was the only official authorized to accept it at that time. 

Mr. FranaGan. What did you advise Congressman Karst after he 
got in touch with you people on the Ist of July? 

Mr. Peyton. There is no record, Mr. Flanagan, of conversations 
with Congressman Karst, but we could only have told him when he 
called that until the declaration was made to us by the Corps of 
Engineers and accepted, we Were not ina position to offer the property 
for sale. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Up to this time were there any other interests 
who were seeking to obtain this property other than Steeett & Co.? 

Mr. Pryron. Not this particular property; no, sir. 

Mr. FuanaGan. I gather from a reading of your file that either the 
State of Missouri or the city or county of St. Louis was interested in 
getting this as a park area at that time. 
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Mr. Peyton. No; not this 36 acres, Mr. Flanagan. The county 
of St. Louis had been interested almost from the date of the original 
declaration of surplus in obtaining the entire area or substantial por- 
tions of the 877 acres for a national historic monument and park, and 
they invoked in December of 1947 Senate Concurrent Resolution 31, 
approved the previous July, which was the forerunner resolution of 
Public Law 616, passed 1 vear later, in June of 1948, which authorized 
the War Assets Administration to transfer property to States and their 
political subdivisions for historic monuments without monetary con- 
sideration, or to transfer property to them for park and recreational 
purposes at 50 percent of the fair value. 

That law also required the recommendation of the Secretary of the 
Interior as to whether property applied for had a historic significance, 
and also whether it was suitable and desirable for park purposes. 

In the final analysis, the area selected and recommended by the 
Secretary of the Interior’s staff was transferred to the county of 
St. Louis for historice-monument and park purposes under that law. 

Mr. Franacan. And that did not include any of the land that 
was sought by the J. D. Streett Co.? 

Mr. Pryron. No; it did not. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. From your own personal knowledge and from the 
records that you have reviewed, did any other persons outside of the 
people actually interested in purchasing the land or acquiring it 
evidence any interest in this property? 

Mr. Peyron. The only parties that I recall, and the only aa 
reflected in our records, Mr. Flanagan, are the interest shown by the 
Congressman, and the interest of the real-estate broker, the Darst Co. 
Beyond those two, I have no knowledge or recollection of any other 
interest being shown. 

Mr. FLanaGan. Were there interests shown in any other aspects 
of this property that might reflect on the property itself? For exam- 
ple, I have here indications that the White House had expressed 
some interest in this property. What was their interest in the 
property? 

Mr. Preyron. The White House, to my knowledge, Mr. Flanagan, 
never expressed any interest in this particular property we are talking 
about. 

In 1948 there was a tremendous amount of local civic interest in 
the disposition of Jefferson Barracks as a whole 

There were 20 to 25 different civic organizations that wrote in to 
Washington, and many letters to the White House, about its dis- 
position. 

Also, when Congressman Karst took the place of Mr. Ploeser, his 
immediate interest was in the over-all disposition of Jefferson Barracks, 
and there was always civic interest in the disposition of this property, 
that was the interest expressed in the exchange of correspondence that 
vou refer to. Tt was not in this particular property 

Mr. FuanaGan. Then, as far as vou know, the only interest shown 
in this property by persons other than those actually interested in 
its disposal was the one communication referred to or the interest of 
ex-Congressman Raymond Karst of St. Louis? 

Mr. Peyron. That is right, the interest of Mr. Karst expressed 
our memos of July S and 15 and the interest of the Darst Co. that I 
mentioned, 
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Mr. FianaGan. Based on your handling of this case and your 
review of the files, do you feel that the $27, 000 which was paid for 
the real estate and the $90,000 which was paid for the building was 
a fair price for this property? 

Mr. Pryron. I think so, Mr. Flanagan. As the files will show, the 
original appraisal of the Kansas City regional appraiser was $116,000. 
It was a requirement of the Administration that the final valuation be 
approved by the Washington appraisal staff. The Washington 
appraisal staff made an appraisal of $135,000. 

Allowing for variances in appraising, which is not an exact science, 
I think the final price of $117,000 was a fair mm e. 

Mr. Franacan. Did Mr. James Waechter, St. Louis attorney, ever 
get in touch with vou or with anybody in the War Assets Administra- 
tion, to your knowledge, either directly or indirectly, on the disposal 
of this property? 

Mr. Peyton. I do not recall ever having heard of Mr. Waechter’s 
name before I read it in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch story. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Did Mr. Lee Schumacher ever express any in- 
terest in this property to you or anybody connected with the admin- 
istration of it? 

Mr. Peyron. Not to my knowledge directly or indirectly. 

Senator Horny. This transaction was carried on in just the ordinary, 
customary way according to your statement. After it was develope dd 
that it was necessary to have the bidding, Kansas City offered to 
extend that offer, have competitive bidding. Bids were approved 
there and finally the same was consummated. It did not have to 
come back to the General Services in Washington for approval after 
it had been advertised and bids were received? 

Mr. Peyton. That is right, sir. 

Senator Horny. Was there anything irregular in the handling of 
this transaction as far as you know? 

Mr. Pryron. Not as it finally went through, sir. It would have 
been irregular if we had not given notice and had public advertising, 
but we would not permit it. 

Senator Hory. But it was finally advertised? 

Mr. Pryron. That is correct, sir. 

Senator McCuie.ian. I probably don’t understand, having gotten 
here a little late. What is the amount of land involved in this 
$27,000? 

Mr. Peyton. Approximately 36 acres of land and five buildings. 

Senator McCieiian. And five buildings. What is the character 
of the buildings? Is it the five buildings that went with the $27,000? 

Mr. Preyron. No, sir. The five buildings were purchased by the 
Streett Co. 

Senator McCie.tian. And the $27,000 was just for the land? 

Mr. Peyton. Just for the land; that is right. 

Senator McC.Le.ian. And for the land on which the buildings were 
located, that was sold for the $90,000? 

Mr. Prytron. The buildings were sold for $90,000, and the land 
was sold for $27,000, making a total of $117,000. 

Senator McCietuan. And what is the nature of the buildings that 
were sold? 

Mr. Pryron. I have a list of them right here. 
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Senator McCue.uan. I am sorry; I think it has already been 
covered. Will you just give me that briefly? 

Mr. Pryron. A warehouse building, a carpenter’s shop, an engi- 
neer’s office—that was a frame building—a filling station and a garage. 

Senator McCievian. And what sized buildings are they? 

Mr. Pryron. The warehouse building is 100 by 400. 

Senator McCie.iian. And what did it cost originally? 

Mr. Pryron. We do not have the original cost, sir. 

Senator McCievian. And is it a brick structure? 

Mr. Pryron. It was a steel frame and hollow tile structure. 

Senator McCLe.uan. And steel and tile structure 100 by 400? 

Mr. Peyron. 100 by 400; ves, sir. 

Senator McCLe.t_an. You would have some idea about the cost of 


Mr. Pryron. I would prefer to rely on the appraisal, if I may. 

Senator McCLe.Luan. I am not talking about the appraisal. I am 
talking about what it originally cost. 

Mr. Preyron. We don’t have the original cost. Some of these 
buildings at Jefferson Barracks, Senator, go back to 1840. 

Senator McC.Le.Luan. And this may be an old building. A building 
of that dimension would be a large building. 

Mr. Peyton. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCLe.ian. Were these old buildings? 

Mr. Pryron. The Corps of Engineers in reporting property as 
surplus to us did not report costs on buildings that were constructed 
prior to 1940. 

Senator Horny. Any further questions? 

Senator Munopr. | have not at this time. 

Senator Horny. You may stand aside, Mr. Peyton 

Senator McCue.uan. I have this question, if you did not cover it. 
What was the reason for selling the land and buildings separately? 

Mr. Peyton. Senator, the War Assets Administration had long 
had a regulation that we would only rent property as a last resort. 

Senator McCLetian. Only what? 

Mr. Peyron. Only rent property as a last resort. The reason was— 
and I think it was well understood—that War Assets was a liquidating 
agency and not an agency to perpetuate itself in the leasing business. 
That was primarily the reason why we would not accept the original 
proposition of the Streett Co. to take a 10- -vear lease on the land with 
the right to renew at 10-year intervals. 

Senator Horny. It has been developed in the testimony that Streett 
& Co. submitted their proposition for $90,000 for the building, and 
then to lease the land for 10 years, and War Assets did not want to 
lease the land. This other company bid under that and they did lease 
it to Streett & Co. 

Senator McCuexiuan. I understand it, but you have got your 
surplus property, 36 acres, with all these buildings on it, I don’t see 
much logical reason—if there is any I would like to find out why you 
just did not sell the land and buildings together. Why did it have 
to be split up? 

Mr. Perron. Senator, when the bids were opened, the Streeit 
bid the only bid received, and the bid for the buildings apparently 
was considered a satisfactory price for them. 
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At that point the regional office had really three alternatives. 
Either reject all bids and readvertise—and based on the experience 
of the original advertising, it is understandable why they did not do 
that—they could have as an alternative accepted the price for the 
buildings and entered into a 10-year lease with a right of renewal, or 
as a third alternative they could find a buyer for the land, which was 
the action they took. 

Senator McCue iuan. Frankly, I think I understand why it was 
done. The only reason | can conceive is that if you are going S buy 
the buildings and not buy the land, of course the buildings would not 
be worth very much. Therefore, they could submit a much smaller 
bid for the buildings without the land than it would be worth if you 
were buying land and buildings all together. 

Mr. Pryron. I don’t think the appraisal of property will support 
that conclusion, Senator. 

Senator McCLe.ian. | think common sense supports it. 

Mr. Peyron. It depends on how the property is appraised, Senator. 

Senator McCietian. Thank you. 

Senator Horny. Stand aside, Mr. Peyton. 

K. C. Baker. Do you solemnly swear that the evidence you shall 
give in these hearings shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing 
but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Baker. I do. 

TESTIMONY OF KENNETH C. BAKER, PRESIDENT, J. D. STREETT 

& CO., INC., ST. LOUIS, MO.; ACCOMPANIED BY HUGO MONNIG, 

ATTORNEY AT LAW 


Senator Horny. Have a seat. Mr. Baker, will you give your name 
to the reporter? 

Mr. Baker. Kenneth C. Baker. 

Senator Horny. And your business and location 

Mr. Baker. President of J. D. Streett & Co., Inc., of St. Louis, Mo. 

Senator Horny. Are you accompanied by attorney? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Horny. Will you give his name to the reporter also? 

Mr. Monnic. Hugo Monnig, of St. Louis. 

Senator Horny. Mr. Flanagan, you may proceed with the exami- 
nation. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Mr. Baker, were you president of J. D. Streett «& 
Co. in 1949? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir 

Mr. FuanaGan. At ‘that time were you seeking to acquire certain 
property including buildings which were owned by the Government 
at Jefferson Barracks? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fuanacan. When did you first evidence any interest in ac- 
quiring this property? 

Mr. Baker. In April of 1949. 

Mr. FLANAGAN And what steps did you take in April 1949 to 
acquire this property’ 

Mr. Baker. Mr. Roger of the Jose ph Darst & Associates Realty 
Co. in St. Louis and I went to Kansas City to find out if the property 
was available, and if so, on what basis. 

Mr. FranaGan. What did you find out in Kansas City? 
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Mr. Baker. We found out that while the War Assets owned a 
portion of the property, the Organized Reserve owned a substantial 
piece of it, and War Assets could not dispose of the ae rty until it 
was turned over by the Organized Reserve. 

Mr. FuanaGcan. And did War Assets representatives at that time 
indicate that the property might be turned over by the Reserves? 

Mr. Baker. They were reasonably certain that it would be 

Mr. FLANAGAN. Did thev indicate how long it would take to 
arrange that transfer? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. It developed that the Organized Reserves had 
some miscellaneous property in one of the buildings 

While of no great value, still it belonged to the Organized Reserves 
and they could not vacate the property and turn it over to the Fifth 
Army in Chicago until these items were removed from the building. 
That took until May 31, for a number of reasons, which are probably 
inconsequential. 

Mr. FLanaGan. What 1 mean is, did the War Assets representatives 
in April indicate to vou approximagely how long it was going to take 
to get the property? 

Mr. Baker. They thought it would be a matter of only several 
weeks. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. Several weeks? 

Mr. Baker. It turned out to be about 6 weeks. 

Mr. FuanaGan. At that time you were accompanied by a repre- 
sentative of the Joseph M. Darst Realty Co., of St. Louis. Was that 
company your real estate broker in the transaction? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir; and had been in other property we had tried 
to procure prior to this. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Why did you want this property at that time? 

Mr. Baker. For this reason: We had tried for a year and a half 
to procure a suitable site. Our requirements were peculiar. In the 
pi arse that we are going to conduct there, it was necessary for us 
to bring in the base liquids for the antifreeze that we would manu- 
facture, by barge, so that we had to be adjacent to the river. We 
had to have the channel on our side of the river. 

We had to have ample railroad facilities inasmuch as we ship from 
12 to 20 carloads of finished material a day out of the plant. We 
had to be above the highest known water. We are subject to floods 
out there. 

And we also had to have highway facilities. ‘There were very few 
pieces of property in the St. Louis area that meet all of those require- 
ments. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Did this piece of property al Jefferson Barracks 
meet these requirements of your firm? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir; they did. 

Mr. FiranaGan. At the time you met with the War Assets repre- 
sentatives in Kansas City in April, did you indicate that vou wanted 
the buildings and the property together, or merely the buildings? 

Mr. Baker. At that time we told them we would like to buy the 
whole thing, buildings and property together 

Mr. FLanaGan. The evidence here shows that sometime later you 
changed your mind. Will you tell us now why you changed your 
mind about getting the property as well as the buildings? 
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Mr. Baker. Yes, sir; I] can. Senator McClellan's conclusion was 
a logical one, but the facts are these, Senator: 

Our contract with the du Pont Co. is a 10-year contract. There is 
no assurance that the contract would be renewed. In the event it 
was not renewed, the plant would be of absolutely no use to us. Con- 
sequently, we were anxious to amortize the investment in the plant 
over the 10-year period of the contract. 

Very frankly, we thought we could support our position better by 
having someone else own the ground and we leasing it from them for 
the period of the contract. Now, as it develops, that was pretty 
much waste motion because shortly thereafter, after we acquired the 
property, it was possible to apply for certificates of necessity. This 
plant, I am quite certain, would have qualified without question for 
a certificate of necessity, which would have permitted us to amortize 
it in 5 years. However, we did not apply. 

Senator McCue.uan. It just strikes me that land and buildings 
would be worth far more than just the buildings without the land. 

If you only own the buildings, unless you knew you were going to 
get the land and get a lease on it, buildings would be worth very 
little, only the salvage value is all you would be interested in, if you 
had to move the buildings. It would look a little strange. You 
would need all the property. The buildings would be no good with- 
out the land. 

Mr. Baker. That is correct. 

Senator McCLetuan. And it is just strange that it was cut up this 
way for the purpose of sale. It would seem to me that the other 
would be a disadvantage in selling it that way and it would not be 
expected to get the maximum value of it in that kind of an arrange- 
ment. 

Mr. Baker. The total of the price of the land and the buildings 
came to the appraised value, or slightly more than the appraised 
value, for the whole piece of property, including the buildings. There 
was never—— 

Senator McC.Leuuan. I understand it did, but the appraisal may 
have been made on the basis of the sale going to be conducted as it 
was. That would have a lot to do with the appraised value. 

Mr. Baker. The entire property was sold at the time. The real 
estate was sold to the Kramer-Hicks Co., the building to us. And 
we had already secured an option on a lease from the Kramer-Hicks 
Co. 

Senator McCue.uan. All right, that is all. 

Mr. Fianacan. After you and your real estate agent contacted 
the War Assets office in Kansas City, you were told that this property, 
at least part of it, was being occupied by the Missouri National Guard. 
What was the next step that you took? 

Mr. Baxer. I will have to refer back to the time that the Organ- 
ized Reserve had this property and the building. This 6 weeks’ delay 
in getting started was very discouraging to us. You must bear in 
mind that we had spent from October, 1947 until April of ’49 trying 
to secure a suitable location. 

The duPont Co. were putting pressure on us that unless we secured 
a location in a reasonable time, they would have to drop the whole 
project. We were very anxious to get the Organized Reserves’ 
property out of the buildings, so that the procedure just outlined 
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could be followed through, and the entire piece put in the hands of 
General Services so that the deal could be made on it. 

The armed organization Reserve vacated the buildings on May 31. 

Mr. FuanaGan. When did you contact Lee Schumacher? 

Mr. Baker. It was the latter part of May, as I recall it. I don’t 
have a definite date on that. 

Mr. FLranacan. Why did you contact Schumacher in connection 
with this matter? 

Mr. Baker. For this reason. George Murch of the 

Mr. FLranaGan. How do you spell that Murch? 

Mr. Baker. M-u-r-c-h. We decided that Murch Jarvis Co. 
would be the general contractors on the deal. Naturally, they were 
anxious to know what progress we were making toward securing the 
site. They called approximately once a week to find out, and had 
gone through this delay in getting with us and getting the armed 
Reserve out of the buildings. 

Sometime the latter part of May Mr. Murch suggested it might be 
well to contact Mr. Schumacher inasmuch as he had occasion to go 
to Washington quite frequently and was acquainted, and possibly he 
could stimulate the handling of the matter and get us a little faster 
action on it. 

Mr. FuanaGan. What was Mr. Schumacher’s business? 

Mr. Baker. Mr. Schumacher was president of the Pre-cast Con- 
crete—I don’t recall just how they style the business, the business of 
making concrete slabs, and he had an interest in the project in that 
the plans called for using some of his slabs for roofing one of the 
buildings to be erected. * 

Mr. FuanaGan. How long had you known Mr. Schumacher? 

Mr. Baker. Since I went to high school with him. 

Mr. FianaGan. And did you go and see Mr. Schumacher? 

Mr. Baker. No. As I recall it, 1 telephoned him, and he stopped 
by to see me. 

Mr. FLranaGan. What did you tell him at that time? 

Mr. Baker. | told him that we were experiencing a great deal of 
delay in getting the armed Reserve out of there, and we were most 
anxious to get title to the property at the earliest possible time. If he 
would be good enough to make inquiry in Washington as to what 
progress we might expect, we would appreciate it. 

Mr. FLranaGan. Why were you using him to come to Washington? 
Did any special influence you think he had? 

Mr. Baker. No, not that I— 

Mr. FLANAGAN. Special contacts in Washington? 

Mr. Baker. I knew that he had rather broad acquaintance in 
Washington. 

Senator Nrxon. Had you been to Washington before that? 

Mr. Baker. On this project? 

Senator Nrxon. Yes. 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. On any other project? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, once. 

Senator Nrxon. You did not have any contacts in Washington? 

Mr. Baker. No. 

Senator Nrxon. Your attorney did not have any contacts in Wash- 
ington? 
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Mr. Baker. Not that I know of. 

Senator Nixon. Mr. Schumacher was the only man you knew 
whom you thought could do this job for you; is that right? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nixon. And you understood that he had _ successfully 
handled contracts in Washington before. Is that what you thought? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir; it was just a matter of convenience to us. 
All we wanted him to do was to make inquiry and see if he could 
expedite the action that was wanted. 

Senator Nixon. Did he do that? Was that his business? 

Mr. Baker. Oh, no; no, no. It was a personal favor. 

Senator Nrxon. Did you know of any other cases in which he had 
made such contacts? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir, not at that time. 

Senator Nixon. Then why did you call him in? 

Mr. Baker. At the suggestion of Mr. Murch, the general contrac- 
tor. 

Senator Nixon. Why did Mr. Murch say you should call on him? 

Mr. Baker. Because Mr. Schumacher was making frequent trips 
to Washington at that time. 

Senator Nixon. On other matters? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. I did not know what the other matters were. 

Senator Nixon. And you thought on one of his trips to Washington 
he could stop in and look into this matter; is that right? 

Mr. Baker. Exactly. 

Senator Nixon. You called Mr. Schumacher and said, ‘‘When you 
go to Washington next time, will you look into this?’”’ Is that what 
happened? 

Mr. Baker. That is correct. 

Senator Nixon. At the time of this telephone conversation with 
Mr. Schumacher, did you tell him where to go or did he indicate where 
he should go when he came to Washington? 

Mr. Baker. No, other than that the major portion of the property 
was in the hands of the War Assets, and eventually the entire piece of 
property would be in the hands of the War Assets. 

Mr. FranaGan. Did Mr. Schumacher indicate that he had any 
contacts with the War Assets Administration? 

Mr. Baker. Not particularly that I[ recall. 

Mr. Franacan. Did he suggest to you at the time of this con versa- 
tion that you should hire any special attorney to handle the matter? 

Mr. Baker. Not at that time. 

Mr. Franacan. Did he go to Washington in your behalf? 

Mr. Baker. No. He went to Washington on another piece of 
business and made inquiry while he was over here. 

Mr. FranaGan. Did he come back and report to you? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FranaGan. And what did he tell you? 

Mr. Baker. He told me that unless we retained an attorney, it was 
doubtful if we would ever secure the property. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. When was this second conversation you had with 
Mr. Schumacher? 

Mr. Baker. As near as I can determine from our records, on June 
10, or maybe a day or two prior to that. 

Mr. FLanaGan. June 10, 1949? 
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Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FuanaGan. After his return from Washington? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fuanacan. And did he tell vou whom he saw in Washington? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Mr. FuanaGcan. Did he tell you to what department he had been? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Mr. Franacan. Did you ask him whom he had seen? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir 

Mr. Fuanacan. He merely told you that you should get an at- 
torney? 

Mr. Baker. That ts correct 

Mr. FuanaGcan. Did he tell you what type of an attorney to get? 

Mr. Baker. I can’t recall the exact wording. ‘The sense of it was 
that it should be a certain attorney, or the right attorney. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Did you gather that he meant vou should get an 
attorney with political influence? 

Mr. Baker. It might be stated that way. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Is that what vou understood at the time of your 
conversation? 

Mr. Baker. My understanding was that the attorney that had the 
right acquaintanceships in Washington could expedite the matter 
more rapidly than an attorney that did not have friendships formed 
over here 

Senator Nixon. Did Mr. Schumacher indicate that that had been 
his experience? 

Mr. Baker. Not that I recall, Senator. 

Senator Nixon. I mean, how did you get that impression from 
your conversation? 

Mr. Baker. From the conversation. 

Senator Nrxon. I mean, what did he say that made you think that 
you had to have a certain type of attorney in order to get this done? 

Mr. Baker. Words just to that effeet—-that that would be neces- 
sary 

Senator Nixon. He did not indicate anything from his own experi- 
ence to tell you why he had reached that conclusion? 

Mr. Baknr. No, sir. 

Senator McCue cian. And did he indicate that anyone up here 
had told him or suggested to him who the right attorney or the 
certain attorney should be? 

Mr. Baker. I don’t know that the selection was originated here. 
I don’t know where it was originated, Senator. 

Senator McC.Le.ian. How did you happen to employ this particular 
attorney? 

Mr. Baker. Because Mr. Schumacher recommended him. 

Senator McC.LeLuan. And he recommended this attorney as being 
the right attorney, or that certain attorney that could get the job 
done? 

Mr. Baker. That is correct. 

Senator McCrie ian. Upon what did he base that recommendation? 
What did he tell you as to why he selected this particular attorney? 

Mr. Baker. He did not tell me, Senator. 

Senator McC.ietian. What was your impression at the time? 
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Mr. Baker. I was not too happy about the matter. I did not 
understand why it was necessary to hire an attorney to purchase a 
piece of property from the Government when, in our discussions with 
the War Assets, Kansas City office, there had been no argument or 
differences of opinion about the value or the salability of the property. 
They were anxious to sell it and we were anxious to buy it. 

Senator McC.Le.tian. They had no cases developed, no difficulties 
that had been encountered, up to that time? 

Mr. Baker. Other than the delay in getting the property in shape 
to sell, getting it consolidated. 

Senator McCieiien. Did you know this attorney whom you 
had employed, prior to that time? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Had you ever heard about him? 

Mr. Bakr. No, sir. 

Senator Munpr. His name is now in the papers. 

Mr. Baxerr. I learned of that after this matter got into the papers 
just recently. I can tell you frankly that I did not know of any 
former associations. 

Senator Nrxon. Let me ask you this: You did not ask Mr. Schu- 
macher to recommend an attorney when you first called him; did you? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. That was his suggestion? 

Mr. Baker. That is correct. 

Senator Nrxon. You thought when you called Mr. Schumacher 
that he could handle this operation for you; is that right? 

Mr. Baker. Exactly. 

Senator Nixon. But he said he could not, and that he thought 
you should get an attorney? 

Mr. Baker. That is correct. 

Senator Nrxon. And he suggested that Mr. Waechter was the 
attorney you should get. Did you ask him what kind of an attorney 
Mr. Waechter was? 

Mr. Baxerr. No, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. Did you ask him what experience he had had 
with Mr. Waechter previously? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. Did you ask him whether he had ever employed 
Mr. Waechter in such a case himself? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. Did he give you any reasons why Mr. Waechter 
was the man to go to? 

Mr. Baxsr. No, he did not. 

Senator Nixon. Did he say he knew him? 

Mr. Baker. I presume he did. 

Senator Nrxon. Who made the appointment with Mr. Waechter? 
Did he or you? 

Mr. Baker. There was no appointment made. I never saw Mr. 
Waechter until September of 1949. 

Senator McCLetuian. You never conferred with him about your 
business? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. Mr, Schmuacher informed him of the 
situation. 

Senator McCLexian. Sir? 
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Mr. Baker. Mr. Schumacher informed him of the situation. 

Senator McCiLeLian. When did you learn that you were going to 
have to pay a $25,000 attorney fee? 

Mr. Baker. At that time, on June 10. 

Senator McCLe.uan. The first time he mentioned him to you? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCieiian. The first time he recommended him? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCieuian. Didn’t that arouse your interest a_ bit, 
enough to cause vou to make some inquiry? You are a businessman. 
You are not just throwing out $25,000 unless you think you are going 
to get value received. 

Mr. Baker. Senator, you would have to appreciate the situation 
at the time. We had gotten to the point of being desperate. This 
was the last suitable location. 

In the interval, from mid-April to June 8, on the assumption that 
we would secure the property, we had expended approximately 
$8,500 in engineering fees covering remodeling of the existing build- 
ings, the construction of new ones, “tankage, unloading facilities, piers, 
and soon. The entire project cost $1,430,000. While the fee seemed 
somewhat exorbitant in view of the cost of the real estate and the 
buildings, when viewed in consideration of the entire investment and 
the investment we already had in it, in engineering fees, it seemed like 
the only way out. 

Senator McCLetian. And there must have been something said 
to you that impressed you that it was absolutely necessary to spend 
this $25,000 to employ this particular lawyer. The very reasons you 
give now of having made all this other investment indicates to me you 
would be more concerned and certainly want to have absolute assur- 
ance that when you paid out this $25,000, you were going to get the 
job done. 

Mr. Baker. We did not pay Mr. Waechter at that time. 

Senator McCLe.Lian. You paid him on June 10, didn’t you? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. Made out the check at that time, but we did 
not turn it over to him. 

Senator McCieuian. How long did you hold the check until you 
turned it over? 

Mr. Baker. It was approximately September 27—either the 26th 
or the 27th. 

Senator McCLeLian. Was it a contingent fee? 

Mr. Baker. It might be construed in that way. We did not know 
Mr. Waechter, and I presume he did not know us, so that the check 
was made out and turned over to Schumacher, who held the check 
until we found out if the deal was completed, services had been 
performed. 

Senator McCLe.uan. In other words, Schumacher was to hold the 
check until the property was acquired? 

Mr. Baxnr. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCLetuan. In other words, until the transaction was 
consummated? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCLe.Lian. It wasn’t to be delivered to the attorney until 
the contract was consummated? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 
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Senator McC Le.uan. In that sense it was a contingent fee. The 
lawyer was assured of getting his money. You had virtually placed 
it in excrow for him. That is correct; isn’t it? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCiexian. There is still one thing, it seems to me—I 
don’t know how you run your business—you want to be sure it is 
necessary to go to that additional expense before you agree to do it. 

It seems to me you could clear it up a little more now by giving us 
full information as to what persuaded you, what inducement or what 
facts were related to you, that made you feel it was necessary to hire 
this particular lawyer even on a contingent basis. There must have 
been something said to you. 

Mr. Baker. Certainly, just this one thing. Mr. Schumacher 
informed us that in his opinion we would never acquire the property 
unless this transaction was carried out. 

Senator McC.e.uan. In other words, that it had to be this lawyer 
and a $25,000 fee, or you would not get the property. 

Mr. Baxsr. That is about it. 

Senator McCLetian. That was the impression that you had? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator McC.Letian. And you were so firmly impressed about it 
that you thought this was the only alternative, and you agreed to it? 
Mr. Baker. Exactly. 

Senator McCLELLAN. Is that correct? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator McC Le.uan. | would like to get what Mr. Schumacher, if 
he told you—what had brought him to that conclusion and where he 
had gotten his information or found out from what source you would 
have to proceed in this manner, otherwise you would not be considered 
for the property. 

Mr. Baker. He did not tell me. I don’t know 

Senator McC.etian. Didn’t you inquire? 

Mr. Baker. He did not seem to want to discuss that angle of it. 
Senator McCie.uan. He did not let you in behind the curtain to 
let you know what happened back there. He just told vou, “It’s that 
way; take it or leave it.’”” That is the substance of it? 

Mr. Baker. That is correct. 

Senator Nrxon. Did you assume that Mr. Schumacher was a man 
who had been around in Washington and he must know that was the 
way it was done? Is that why you reached that conclusion? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. I will have to confess we were babes in the 
woods as far as negotiating business with any branch of the Govern- 
ment. 

Senator Nrxon. And vou felt he wasn’t a babe in the woods, so to 
speak? 

Mr. Baxksr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nixon. Therefore, his advice on how to consummate this 
transaction would be worth while? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nixon. Now, when this arrangement for the $25,000 fee 
was made, do I understand that was made during the first telephone 
conversation you had with him? 

Mr. Baxur. No, sir. Mr. Schumacher made— the first: telephone 
conversation I have no definite record of, but it was probably the 
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latter part of May, let’s say the 20th. He made at least one and 
possibly two trips to Washington in the intervening time between 

Senator McCLe.uan. Just a moment, please. 

Gentlemen, the chairman of the committee is absent for the moment, 
but he has a rule that pictures shall not be made while the witness is 
testifying. You may take pictures at the beginning or the conclusion 
of his testimony. Will you go ahead now without interruption. It 
is not fair to the witness to flash bulbs in his face while he is testifying. 
L know that is the rule of the Chair that has been enforced heretofore. 

Mr. Baker. During the intervening period between possibly the 
20th of May and the 10th of June, Mr. Schumacher made at least 
one trip to Washington and possibly more. That is my recollection. 

Senator Nixon. Then, when he came back you talked to him 
again? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. And, as I understand it, that was when the ar- 
rangement for the fee was made? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nixon. On the occasion of that, did he tell you that as the 
result. of his inquiries in Washington, he thought that it would be 
necessary for you to employ special counsel? 

Mr. Baker. He gave it more as his opinion than as the result of 
interviews. 

Senator Nixon. Did you reach the conclusion that he had made 
some inquiries on this matter? 

Mr. Baker. I figured he had based it on some solid opinion or some 
definite conclusion that he had come to. 

Senator Nixon. You assumed something had happened between 
the time that you talked to him on the phone and the time you made 
the arrangements to hire Mr. Waechter? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. Did he tell you that he had talked to Mr. Waechter 
prior to that time? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. How did he know what the fee was going to be? 

Mr. Baker. I don’t know. 

Senator Nixon. What was your conversation with him, exactly, as 
you recall it?) What did you say and what did he say about this fee, 
as well as you recall? 

Mr. Baker. He stated that it would be necessary to hire, let us 
say, a certain attorney or the proper attorney, but that it would be 
rather expensive. I asked how expensive. He said the fee would 
be $25,000 which, as I explained, did seem somewhat out of line in 
view of the cost of the real estate and the buildings 

But in view of the cost of the entire project, it did not seem so 
unreasonable. And we therefore agreed to pay the attorney fee, but 
not to pay it to Mr. Waechter before any services were performed. 

Senator McC Le.tian. At that point, may I ask was the attorney 
tO perform any other services for your company whatsoever, other 
than whatever influence he might have in obtaining this property? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir; merely to expedite the sale of the property 
and our acquiring of it. 

Senator McC Letian. No other services involved in the transaction? 


Mr. Baker. No, sir. 
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Senator Nixon. Mr. Schumacher did not tell you that he had 
talked to Mr. Waechter? 

Mr. Baker. I don’t recall, Senator. He may have. 

Senator Nixon. How would he know what the fee was going to be 
unless he had? 

Mr. Baker. I presume from that that he had. 

Senator Nrxon. I see. In other words, you did not agree to pay a 
fee to this attorney unless you knew—— 

Mr. Baker. I presumed that they had discussed it, but I must say 
that I don’t recall his having stated that they had discussed it. 

Senator Nrxon. He said, “There is going to be a $25,000 attorney 
fee.’ You did not even ask him—you had met Waechter up to this 
point? 

Mr. Baker. No; I had not. 

Senator Nrxon. In fact, you did not meet him until after the fee 
was paid; is that right? 

Mr. Baker. At the time the fee was paid. 

Senator Nrxon. That was the first time you ever met him? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. You handed him the check at that time? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. On the occasion of this conversation with Schu- 
macher, there was no indication that he had ever discussed this matter 
with Waechter either, then. You just assumed that that was the case? 

Mr. Baker. I assumed it; yes, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. Did Schumacher indicate that he had used 
Waechter himself, to you? 

Mr. Baker. No; not that I recall. 

Senator Nrxon. Did you assume that he had? 

Mr. Baker. | don’t recall. It would have been reasonable to make 
that assumption. 

Senator Nrxon. Was Waechter Schumacher’s lawyer? 

Mr. Baker. I don’t know. 

Senator Nrxon. Did he tell you about Waechter’s qualifications? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. He did not indicate anything about his experience? 
Did you ask him? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. This was a very brief conversation. It was 
very short and to the point. 

Senator Nixon. You just considered this to be a pay-off, then, 
didn’t you? 

Mr. Baker. That is a rather ugly word to use. 

Senator Nixon. I understand. But I mean it wasn’t an ordinary 
contract between attorney and client. You wouldn’t presume that 
that was the case? 

Mr. Baker. It was a most unusual one. 

Senator Nixon. You haven’t agreed to pay such fees to your attor- 
ney sitting at your left there; have you? 

Mr. Baxsr. No, sir. 

Senator Nixon. You sit down with him, you discuss the business, 
what he is going to do, what work is entailed, and then he tells you, 
‘My fee will be so much.” That is the way it is done; isn’t it? 

Mr. Baker. That is correct. 

Senator Nrxon. Or at the end of the business he bills you; isn’t 
that right? 
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Mr. Baker. That is correct. 

Senator Nrxon. In this case without ever meeting the attorney 
who was to get the fee, without knowing anything about his qualifica- 
tions, you just hand over a check $25,000 in escrow; right? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. And agreed to pay him $25,000. 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nixon. Let us get back to my term. If it wasn’t an 
attorney-client relationship, it was a pay-off. I mean by that, so 
you will know what I denote by the term, that you were paying him 
for whatever influence he could have to put this deal through; is 
that right? 

Mr. Baker. We like to think of it as paying him to expedite the 
matter. Just what services he performed | don’t know—how much 
expediting he did. 

Senator McCLetian. That expediting includes getting the job done, 
completed? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. You were not concerned about what he was going 
to do to expedite it. You did not ask any questions on that point? 

Mr. Baker. No. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Mr. Baker, did you ever consider that payment of 
$25,000 anything else than a payment for political influence? 

Mr. Baker. | will have to say again, Mr. Flanagan, that our 
thought was that we were retaining him to expedite the matter for us. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Was there anything he could do to expedite it 
other than to exercise possible political influence? 

Mr. Baker. Not that I know of, no. Friendships. 

Senator Munpr. Did Mr. Schumac her tell you that Mr. Waechter 
was a St. Louis attorney? 

Mr. Baker. Oh, yes. 

Senator Munpv. You live in St. Louis? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Were you living there in 1930? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Were you living there in 1936? 

Mr. Baker. Lived there all my life. 

Senator Munpr. Do you recall seeing Mr. Waechter’s name in the 
paper as the chairman of the board of election commissioners? 

Mr. Baker. I did not recall it. My memory has been refreshed 
since there have been a number of items in the paper on this matter. 

Senator Munpt. And the Governor had summarily fired him from 
that job because of irregularities in his office. Do you remember that 
when it came out in the papers? 

Mr. Baker. I recall it from the last several months when this 
matter has been in the newspapers. I did not know of it before. 

Senator Munpt. Even when Mr. Schumacher told you Mr. Waech- 
ter was a St. Louis attorney, it did not strike any responsive chord in 
your memory. You did not recall knowing of him, hearing of him, 
reading of him in the paper at all? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir; the name was entirely unknown to me. 

Senator Munpt. You did not instigate any search among your 
friends in St. Louis as to what type of man he was? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 
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Senator Munpr. Did you know at the time that you met him, 
which was some several months after you had made out the check, 
after the job had been completed and you made him the payment at 
that time, did you know about him? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir; not until I read about him in the last several 
months. 

Senator Munpr. The only man you were basing this action on in 
writing this $25,000 check was Mr. Schumacher? 

Mr. Baker. That is correct. 

Senator Munpr. That leads me to inquire about how well you 
knew Mr. Schumacher and what your relationships with him had 
been prior to that time. You said you went to school with him, 
in high school? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Relate your series of associations which you had 
with bim from high-school days up until the time of this deal. 

Mr. Baker. Following high-school days I only saw him two or 
three times in the intervening years. All I know about him was 
that he was the president of a successful company in St. Louis and 
a reputable citizen. Our friendship was not a close one. It was 
more of an acquaintanceship than a friendship. 

Senator Munptr. Was he a prominent businessman in St. Louis? 

Mr. Baker. Reasonably so, ves. 

Senator Munpr. Based on the fact that you had gone to high 
school with him, and he had a successful business of which he was the 
head, and you had seen him two or three times, you were willing to 
take his judgment as to this $25,000 transaction? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nixon. Did you have an attorney at that time, your 
company? . 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Nixon. Who were your counsel? 

Mr. Baker. Mr. Monnig here has been our counsel. 

Senator Nrxon. Did you discuss with him this problem? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir 

Senator Nixon. Had he ever handled problems for you in Wash- 
ington? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. Several years ago when we were trying to 
secure an opinion from the Internal Revenue Department regarding 
the merging of two companies, as to the taxability of the merger. 

Senator Nixon. He had been in Washington several times himself, 
had he not? 

Mr. Baker. I presume so. He went once on that occasion that I 
recall 

Senator Nixon. That you knew of? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. Didn’t you feel that he knew his way around in 
Washington? 

Mr. Baker. As well as the average outsider, I presume. 

Senator Nixon. But you considered him to be an outsider and not 
an insider? 

Mr. Baker. He certainly has never made regular trips to Wash- 
ington for any particular reason. 
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Senator Nixon. But you did not feel that your own attorney who 
had handled the matter previously for you in Washington could 
handle this one? 

Mr. Baker. Yes; I did. I did feel that. As a matter of fact, I 
didn’t see why it was necessary to have any attorney. 

Senator Nixon. This deal was what? What was the total amount 
of the deal, again? 

Mr. Baker. Land and buildings? 

Senator Nixon. Land and buildings. 

Mir. Baker. $117,000. 

Senator Nixon. $117,000? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nixon. You were paying about 20 percent of that as a fee? 

Mr. Baker. Roughly, ves. 

Senator Nixon. And you did not really consider it the employment 
of an attorney in that sense, did you? 

Mr. Baker. No, not in the regular sense of the word 

Senator Nixon. Because you had an attorney? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nixon. He had gone to Washington before. He is with 
you here now? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nixon. But you figured you had to employ an insider, to 
use vour term in reverse? 

Mr. Baker. Or one with a wider acquaintanceship 

Senator Nixon. Who knew the right people? 

Mr. Baker. That is one way of saying it; ves, si! 

Senator Nixon. And in effect you were paying $25,000 to somebody 
who knew the right people? 

Mr. Baker. To get the matter expedited 

Senator Nixon. To get the matter expedited, and you did not meet 
that person, did not feel it was necessary for you even to meet him? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir 

Senator Nixon. And discuss the matter with him? 

Mr. Baker. Mr. Schumacher was familiar with the situation from 
my conversations with him, and he was to inform Mr. Waechter of the 
situation 

Senator Nixon. Mr. Schumacher wasn’t to get any part of this fee, 
was he? 

Mr. Baker. Not that I know of, and I am reasonably certain he 
did not. 

Senator Nixon. This was a case where you were just going to trans- 
mit the money to the man who was going to do the work? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

[ would like to emphasize here again, Senator, that at no time was 
there any difference of opinion between the War Assets or later the 
General Services Administration and ourselves regarding the price 
to be paid for this property. They were anxious to sell, we were 
anxious to buy. 

Senator Nrxon. And you were the only buyer; weren't you? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nixon. Were there any competitors for the property? 
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Mr. Baker. None whatever; you must understand that this is 
fringe property lying below the top of a bluff, between the bottom of 
the bluff and the river. 

Senator Nrxon. I understood that from the background. In other 
words, it was testified previously there was no argument about the 
price. You were willing to pay the price that they set for the property. 
There were no competitors for the property? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Nixon. The only problem involved was there seemed to be 
an unreasonable delay in getting it; right? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nixon. And so, as the result of that, you paid $25,000 as a 
contingent fee to a man you never met, and got the property? 

Mr. Baker. Eventually. 

Senator Nrxon. Do you think he got it for you? 

Mr. Baker. I don’t know. I have often wondered. 

Senator Nixon. But as far as you were concerned, you needed it so 
badly that you were willing to pay the $25,000 to this man you had 
never met? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. How completely had you exhausted the legitimate 
methods of concluding this deal? 

Mr. Baker. Will you restate that? 

Senator Munpr. How completely had you exhausted the legitimate 
methods for expediting this deal before you took on the Se -humacher- 
Waechter services? Had you ever been to Washington yourself? 

Mr. Baker. On this deal? 

Senator Munpr. Yes. 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Had your attorney ever been to Washington on 
this deal? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Munvr. Had anybody ever been to Washington on the 
deal? 

Mr. Baker. Prior to that time? 

Senator Munpr. Yes; representing you. 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Munpr. What had you done on your own accord in legiti- 
mate channels to try to consummate the deal? 

Mr. Baker. All right, I will recite the sequence of events. I 
mentioned a little while ago that the Organized Reserve had some 
property in one of these buildings. From the appearance of it, it 
looked like junk. 

There were such items as three folding chairs wired together 
folding chairs wired together in sets of three. There were tarpaulins, 
there were foot lockers and other miscellaneous items that looked as 
though they had very little value. 

The first step was to get the Organized Reserve to move that out 
of the buildings so that they could turn it over to the Fifth Army, and 
so on. 

Senator Munpr. At about what date was that step taken? 

Mr. Baker. That—my recollection is it was about the 20th of 
April. That is an approximate figure 
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Senator Munpt. You are talking now about events within the 
same calendar year? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir; these are all 1949. 

Nothing happened, and upon making inquiry from the officers of 
the Reserve, or the Army officers in charge, it developed there was no 
appropriation to cover the cost of trucking this material out to the 
former small-arms plant at Goodfellow and Natural Bridge Road. 

After we had waited some week or 10 days and the appropriation 
still wasn’t forthcoming, we volunteered to furnish the trucks to 
move the material at no expense to the Government, merely to 
accelerate the thing and get the material out of there. That was 
refused. They said that that was improper procedure and they could 
not accept the offer of the free trucking. 

Finally, the offer or the appropriation for the trucks came through. 
Still nothing happened. The reason then was that they had not 
secured an appropriation for locks for the doors and bars for the 
windows. 

There was a further delay in securing the appropriation. That was 
finally procured. Still there was no action. 

On inquiry it developed that there was no steam heat in the build- 
ing. That was in the latter part of May. We wondered about that, 
pointed out to them that they had all summer to put in the steam 
pipes if steam pipes were necessary for this material; pointed out they 
could not expose the officer who had signed for this material to the 
risk of some of the steam fitters taking some of it. Some officer had 
signed as being responsible for the material, and consequently r they 
couldn’t have it in the building with steam fitters working in the same 
room. 

So when all that was added up together, we spent 6 months merely 
trying to move this rather shoddy material out of the building, 6 weeks 
trying to do that. 

Senator Munpr. Six weeks? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir; and it was becoming very discouraging. We 
knew that this rather involved procedure would have to follow whereby 
the Organized Reserve would turn their portion of the property over 
to the ¥ ifth Army in Chicago who, in turn, would turn it over to the 
United States engineers in Omaha who, in turn, would turn it over to 
the War Assets in Kansas City. 

And each one of those steps involved the possibility of the records 
being buried in a pile somewhere along the way. That is the reason 
we wanted the matter expedited. 

Senator Munpr. The delay was only from April 20 to June 10; is 
that right? 

Mr. Baker. At the time Mr. Waechter entered the picture on 
June 10; yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. After Mr. Waechter entered the picture, how soon 
did he get it expedited? How soon was it expedited? 

Mr. Baker. We received a letter of award on Se wee mber 9, and we 
received the bill of sale on the property on November 

Senator Munprt. You settled with Mr. Waechter on—— 

Mr. Baker. The 26th or 27th, I think it was, after the letter o 
award had been received by us. 

Senator Munpr. On what date did they move out these chairs, 
tarpaulins? 
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Mr. Baker. May 31. 

Senator Munptr. May 31? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. That was out of the way before you talked to 
Mr. WAECHTER? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir; but this other involved procedure that I just 
outlined was still to transpire. 

Senator Munpr. The matter of steam pipes. 

Mr. Baker. No; of the transfer of the property by the Organized 
Reserve to the Fifth Army, to the United States engineers, to the 
War Assets. That section, some 13 acres. 

Senator Munpr. And it was that that was consummated on Sep- 
tember 9? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCie.uan. Mr. Baker, I think this is your exact lan- 
guage. You said you liked to think of this as employing the attorney 
just to expedite the proceedings. Is it not a fact that at the time 
you thought it was simply a shake-down, and don’t you feel the same 
way about it now? 

Mr. Baker. Senator, I hate to accuse anybody of such an action, 
but I still don’t know what services were pe formed for the fee. 

Senator McCue ian. That is all. 

Mr. FLuanaGan. Back to this meeting of June 10 with Mr. Schu- 
macher. My understanding of your testimony is that Mr. Schu- 
macher suggested that you pay Waechter $25,000. At that time 
did you draw a check in the amount of $25,000 payable to Waechter? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fuanacan. I ask you to examine this photostatic copy of a 
check and determine whether that is in fact the check you drew up 
on that date. 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir; that is it. 

Senator Hory. That will be included in the record as exhibit 1. 

(The document referred to was marked ‘Exhibit No. 1,” and 
will be found in the appendix on p. 87.) 

Mr. Firanacan. Why did you draw the check up on the 10th of 
June at that time? 

Mr. Baker. That was the time that Schumacher advised me to 
take this action. 

Mr. Franacan. Did you turn the check over to Schumacher? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FuanaGan. On the 10th? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fuanacan. What understanding did you have with Schu- 
macher at the time you handed him the check on the 10th day of 
June? 

Mr. Baker. That the payment was not to be made to Mr. Waechter 
until after we were assured that we would secure the property. 

Mr. FLanaGan. In other words, Schumacher was to act more or 
less as an escrow agent holding this check until the deal was consum- 
mated? 

Mr. Baker. Informal escrow, ves, sir. 

Mr. FuanaGan. At that time, on June 10, did you tell Schumacher 
what your prob lem was so he could relate the facts to vour attorney, 


Mr. W: aechter? 
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Mr. Baxer. | told him those facts prior to June 10 

Mr. FranaGan. And did he tell you on the 10th that he would 
trans’ait this mformation on to Mr. Waechter? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. SLANAGAN. Between June 10 and the time you actually 
acquired the property in September, did you have any further con- 
versations with Mr. Schumacher? 

Mr. Bakker. Yes. 

Mr. FLanaGan. Can you tell us in substance what those conversa- 
tions were? 

Mr. Baker. Mr. Schumacher was having occasion to come to 
Washington rather frequently during that period, and I asked him 
on several occasions if he would make inquiry and see how the thing 
looked, if we were making any progress on it. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Did he ever advise you that he had made inquiry 
down here? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Where did he tell you that he had inquired, and 
of whom? 

Mr. Baker. | don’t recall any times. The matter was in the 
hands of the General Services Administration after July 1, so naturally 
that is where the inquiry was made. 

Mr. FuanaGcan. Did he tell you specifically to whom he might 
have talked there? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Mr. Franacan. What was the nature of the reports he brought 
back? 

Mr. Baker. That the matter was following normal channels, and 
that in due time it looked as though we would eventually secure it 

Senator Nixon. Had you hired Schumacher to do this work? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir, there was no fee involved. It was purely on 
an accommodation basis. 

Senator Nixon. He was just doing this out of friendship? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir, other than the fact that, as I pointed out 
earlier, he had an interest in the sale of some of his products in the 
construction of buildings to go on the site 

Senator Nixon. What did he tell you Waechter was doing? 

Mr. Baker. He didn’t tell me. 

Senator Nixon. Did vou ask him? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Nixon. You did not ask him? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Nixon. You had given him $25,000? 

Mr. Baker. To hold. 

Senator Nixon. To hold until the deal was consummated? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nixon. You did not ask him what Waechter was doing? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Nixon. What did you assume Waechter was doing? 

Mr. Baker. I assumed he might have spoken to some of his friends 
over here and asked them to keep the matter moving as rapidly as 
possible. 

Senator Nixon. Why didn’t you ask what he was doing? After 
all, he was the kevman in this. He was the man who was getting 
the money. 
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If you wanted to really know the progress of this deal, you would 
have asked him. Why didn’t you ask Schumacher what Waechter 
had been doing, who is he seeing, what conversations have you had? 
Why did you fail to ask that question? 

Mr. Baker. Because I presumed that Waechter’s function in the 
deal would not be too active. 

Senator Munpr. Be what? 

Mr. Baker. Not be too active, for the very reason that you 
mentioned a little while ago. 

Senator Nrxon. Isn’t this the case: that you presumed what 
Waechter was doing shouldn’t be talked about, it was just as well 
not to ask questions about it? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. That is right, isn’t it? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. Did Mr. Schumacher ever tell you he had talked 
to Mr. Boyle about this matter? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir, not that I recall. 

Senator Munpr. Or Mr. Hannegan? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Did he ever mention anybody that he had talked 
with? 

Mr. Baker. By name, here in Washington? 

Senator Munpr. By name. 

Mr. Baker. No, sir, not that I recall. 

Senator Munpr. Did you ever ask him about that? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Munpt. Did you know about Mr. Schumacher’s connec- 
tion with the Necaro Metal Co.? 

Mr. Baker. Not at that time. 

Senator Munpr. Not at the time the check was turned over? 

Mr. Baker. That is correct. 

Senator Munpr. You learned about that subsequently? 

Mr. Baker. Subsequently. 

Senator Nrxon. Didn’t you talk to Mr. Schumacher in the first 
instance because you felt that he knew the right people in the admin- 
istration agencies? Is that right? 

Mr. Baker. Senator, I didn’t know who he knew at the time. 

Senator Nrxon. What I am getting at is this: Didn’t you consider 
Schumacher to be a political figure himself? 

Mr. Baker. Can I answer both of those questions together? 

Senator Nrxon. Sure. I want to just get the facts, whatever 
they are. 

Mr. Baker. I didn’t know who he knew in Washington, and it 
never occurred to me to contact him, except for the fact that Mr. 
George Murch suggested that inasmuch as Schumacher was having 
occasion to go to Washington rather frequently, and was well ac- 
quainted here, that there would be no harm in having him inquire as 
to the progress the matter was making. 

Senator Nrxon. You did not know, then, at the time you talked 
with Schumacher that he had good political connections; is that right? 

Mr. Baker. I knew from talking to him that he had a rather wide 
acquaintanceship in Washington. 


Senator Nrxon, And good political connections in St. Louis too, 


you knew that? 
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Mr. Bakr. No, I didn’t know about the St. Louis part. 

Senator Munpt. Who did he say he knew in Washington? 

Mr. Baker. He said he knew the President, for one person. 

Senator Munpr. All right; who else? 

Mr. Baker. I honestly don’t recall any of the other names. I will 
have to confess I am not too much of a political student. 

Senator Nrxon. That name was enough, wasn’t it? 

Mr. Baker. That impressed me. If he was acquainted there, why, 
I presumed he had other acquaintances. 

Mr. Fuanaaan. Mr. Baker, did Mr. Schumacher ever indicate to 
you that any part of this $25,000 fee that was going to be paid to 
Waechter had to be split with anybody else? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Mr. Franagan. As far as you knew, then, you were merely paying 
the $25,000 directly to Waechter for himself? 

Mr. paves. Yes, sir, and I have no more idea what became of it 
than you apparently do at the moment. 

Mr. FuanaGan. The record indicates—it has been testified by Mr. 
Peyton—that early in September 1949 you were awarded this property. 
After that, did you then have a meeting with Mr. Schumacher and 
Mr. Waechter? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. What was the date of that meeting? 

Mr. Baker. It was either September 26 or September 27. 

Mr. FLanaGan. Where did you hold the meeting? 

Mr. Baker. At the Racquet Club in St. Louis. I invited both of 
them to have lunch with me there. 

Mr. FiranaGan. At the St. Louis Racquet Club? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FLanaGan. Yourself, Mr. Waechter, and Mr. Schumacher 
were present; is that correct? 

Mr. Baker. Correct. 

Senator Hory. I am interested in that name. 

Mr. Baker. Senator, that refers to squash racquets. It is spelled 
differently. 

Mr. FLanaGan. Was that the first time you had ever met Mr. 
Waechter? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir, it was. 

Mr. Fianacan. And did you have a conversation with him at that 
time, or with Mr. Schumacher in his presence, concerning whs at Mr. 
Waechter had done for you to get this piece of property for you? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir, we did not discuss it. The only thing that 
came out of that meeting, there were two things. The check was 
turned over to Mr. Waechter, and Mr. Waechter asked me to write 
him a letter stating that we were satisfied with the services he had 
performed. 

Mr. Fuanacan. You say the check was turned over to Mr. 
Waechter. Who turned it over to him? 

Mr. Baker. Schumacher, as I recall it, handed it to me and I, in 
turn, handed it to Mr. Waechter. 

Mr. FLaAnaGaAn. Schumacher had been holding the check since June 
10? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FLanaGan. In your presence he turned it over to Waechter? 

98467—52——* 
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Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Monnic. Wait just a second. He testified two ways on that. 
He said as he recalled it Schumacher handed it to him and he handed it 
to Waechter. Then you said he handed it to Waechter. That is 
just a confusion. 

Mr. Baker. I don’t recall the exact sequence, whether Schumacher 
handed it to him at my request or whether he handed it to me and I 
handed it to Waechter. I didn’t consider it significant. 

Mr. FuanaGan. In any event, in your presence Waechter got the 
check? 

Mr. Baker. Correct. 

Mr. FuranaGan. You say Waechter asked you to write him a letter? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FLanaGan. Why did he ask you to write a letter, and what 
did he ask that the letter include? 

Mr. Baker. That we were satisfied with his services in connection 
with the matter. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Did he say why he wanted such a letter? 

Mr. Baker. No; just asked if I would write it. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Did he say what his services had been? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Mr. FuanaGan. | have here a letter dated September 27, 1949 
It is a very short letter which I will read into the record. First I will 
ask you is this in fact the letter that you did send to Mr. Waechter 
at his own request? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir; that is it. 

Senator Horny. That will be marked “Exhibit 2.” 

(The letter referred to was marked “Exhibit No. 2. 

Mr. FuanaGan. It is a very short letter, Mr. Chairman. I will 
read it so we can discuss it here. It is dated September 27, 1949: 

Mr. James A. WAECHTER, 
3746 Grandel Square, St. Louis, Mo. 


” 


Dear Mr. Warcutrer: Now that we have finally procured the property at 
Jefferson Barracks, Mo., that we wanted in order to erect an antifreeze plant and 
marine terminal, we want vou to know how much we appreciate the assistance 
and guidance given us by vou while procuring this property 

I believe that our experience would serve as an excellent example of why the 
procedure of purchasing real estate from the Government should be simplified 
Some of the people in Washington have recently stated that this simplification 
should be put into effeet and we hardily (sic) agree with them. 

Thanks again for vour good services and with best regards. 

Yours very truly, 
J. D. Streett & Co., Inc. 


K. C. Baker, President. 


’ 


I notice here that you sav you appreciate the assistance and the 
guidance that he gave you. 
Mr. Baker. It is pretty much a figure of speech. 


Mr. FranaGcan. Asa matter of fact, you did not know what he did? 


Mr. Baker. Correct 

Mr. FuanaGan. And you wrote this letter at his request? 

Mr. Baker. Correct. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Did he tell you why he wanted such a letter? 


Mr. Baker. No, sir. 


Senator Nrxon. He wanted it so he could assist and cuide other 


people as he had vou; is that it? 
Mr. Baker. I don’t know, sir 
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Senator Munpr. Mr. Baker, did you disclose to the General 
Services Administration that you had paid Mr. Waechter this $25,000? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir; we did not. 

Senator Munpr. I presume that $25,000 was deducted from your 
business expense when you made out your income return, as a cost of 
doing business; is that right? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir; it was not. We capitalized it as part of the 
expense of the plant. 

Senator Munpr. It would be the same result. 

Mr. Baker. No; it’s not the same result, Senator. If you deduct 
it as a current business expense, it is a deduction from the income 
tax. When it is capitalized, it is amortized over the 10-year period. 

Senator Munpr. That is right, but there is still a deduction. 

Mr. Baker. Eventually, after 10 years, ves, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Had you signed, or had anybody representing 
vour firm signed the covenant against contingent fees which is part 
of the contract with General Services? 

Mr. Baker. [ wasn’t aware of that until an article appeared in the 
paper about 3 weeks ago. There were 16 mimeographed pages of 
instructions and conditions. The bid for this property was prepared 
by Darst & Co., penciled figures. We had it typed in, and I signed 
the final copy of it. 

[ will have to admit that I hadn’t read that particular clause until 
my attention was directed to it in the newspaper. 

Senator Munpr. Your attorneys, however, had gone over the con- 
tract pretty carefully, | presume; somebody had gone over it? 

Mr. Baker. We didn’t need an attorney to go over that bid. 

Senator Munpr. If vou had a 16-page contract 

Mir. Baker. No, these were instructions and conditions 

Senator Munpr. Had vou ever submitted those to a firm of attor- 
neys to see Whether your firm was protected? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Your testimony is you did not read those instrue- 
tions, did you? 

Mr. Baker. No, I did not. I didn’t read all of them. I read the 
instructions. | didn’t read all the conditions 

Senator Munpr. You did not read the condition about the covenant 
against contingent fees? 

Mr. Baker. No, [ had not. 

Senator Munpr. But it was in there? 

Mr. Baker. I find it in there, ves, sir, very plainly. 

Senator Munpr. Over vour signature? 

Mr. Baker. Well, it is not exactly over your signature. That is 
on a separate set of papers. I have a copy of it here. These 16 pages 
are separate from the forms on which the bid is made. 

However, reference is made on the bid form which I signed to an 
acceptance of the conditions. 

Senator Munpr. My reason for asking that is not so much your 
connection, but that particular covenant grew out of hearings which 
this committee held on previous percentage cases, and it has been sort 
of our assumption that this covenant was written in there in such a 
way that it was being called to the attention of all bidders, all con- 
tractors, 
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Apparently, if your testimony is accurate—and I assume it is—it is 
buried in there some place in 16 pages of small print and it is highly 
conceivable that it is not a very important safeguard against this kind 
of operation. 

Mr. Baker. I would suggest that it be made more prominent in 
the instructions instead of being clause No. 13. It could very well be 
made No. 1. 

Senator Munpr. That I think, Mr. Chairman, is something our 
committee night give attention to and discuss with General Services. 
They haven't got it in there so that the buyer can beware. It takes 
an attorney to figure it out. It is not a very important safeguard. 

Senator Horny. | think it ought to be more prominently presented 
so that it can be seen. 

Mr. Baker. If it was made a part of the bid form which you signed, 
you couldn’t help but see it. 

Senator Nixon. Can | ask you one other question about this letter? 
Did you dictate that letter? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nixon. Or did Mr. Waechter dictate it? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir; 1 dictated it. 

Senator Nrxon. Did he submit the form to you? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Nixon. Did he indicate what he wanted you to say in the 
letter? 

Mr. Baker. He wanted me to let him know if his services had been 
satisfactory. 

Senator Nrxon. This particular form was your own idea? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FiranaGan. After you paid this $25,000 over to Mr. Waechter 
on or about September 27, did you ever have occasion to contact him 
again or do business with him? 

Mr. Baker. Never saw him again until this morning when I saw 
him coming out of your office. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Did you ever have occasion to discuss this case 
any further after September 27 with Mr. Schumacher? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FuranaGan. What was the substance of the subsequent dis- 
cussions with Mr. Schumacher? 

Mr. Baker. That was in January of this year. 

Mr. Firanacan. Of 1951? 

Mr. Baker. 1952. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. Yes, sir, go ahead. 

Mr. Baker. 1952. <A reporter from the Post Dispatch had come 
to me to make inquiry about this, about the matter, and I thought it 
best to inform Mr. Schumacher that the Post Dispatch was trying 
to secure all the information they could regarding this transaction. 

Mr. Furanacan. What did you tell Schumacher that you were 
going to do? 

Mr. Baker. I didn’t have any course of action except to see what 
developed. 

Mr. FLanaGan. What did he tell you you should do? 

Mr. Baker. Nothing that I recall. I told him this: 

It looks as though this thing is going to be subject to investigation. I just 
want vou to know that if I have to testify before any group, all I can do is give 
them the facts in the matter. 
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Senator Nrxon. He told you that that was just the thing to do; 
is that right? 

Mr. Baker. As I recall, yes. 

Senator Nrxon. He said, “just tell them everything”’; is that right? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Senator Nixon. Mr. Schumacher did? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FianaGan. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Nrxon. After you had apparently given some of this 
information out, did Mr. Schumacher contact you any further about 
the information? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Nixon. Did anybody else? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir, except the Post Dispatch reporter and several 
investigators from various Government departments. 

Senator Nixon. Did you ever have any indication that. Mr. 
Schumacher or anybody else was displeased because you had given 
out this information? 

Mr. Baker. No, I had no further contact with him, so I don’t 
know. 

Senator Nixon. Did anybody else ever inform you that Mr. 
Schumacher or anyone else in the Government was displeased with 
your action? 

Mr. Baxrr. No, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. In informing about this matter? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. Do you know Mr. Nangle? 

Mr. Baker. Mr. who? 

Senator Nixon. Nangle, Democratic National Committeeman. 

Mr. Baker. I know who he is. 

Senator Nrxon. Did you ever hear from him directly or indirectly 
concerning your having given this information out? 

Mr. Baker. Indirectly I did, Senator, through Mr. Monnig, who 
had a conversation with Mr. Nangle very recently. Mr. Nangle 
intimated that he, for one, was not pleased with the action that was 
being taken. 

Senator Nixon. You mean your actions? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Monnic. That wasn’t quite right. 

Mr. Baker. Can you correct me? It was your conversation. 

Mr. Monnic. He indicated no displeasure. He wanted to know 
how the matter had got started in the newspapers and why Mr. 
Baker had complained to the newspaper. 

Senator Nrxon. Would you speak just a little louder? 

Mr. Monnia. Why he complained to the newspapers, and I said 
I didn’t think that to be the fact, but 1 would find out and see how 
that happened. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Chairman, I am not a lawyer, but if he 
going to testify, shouldn’t he be sworn? 

Mr. Monnia. | suppose | shouldn’t testify as counsel. Go 
and let the witness testify. 

Senator Munpr. I am not a lawyer 

Mr. Monnic. You are quite right; go ahead 

Senator Horny. Mr. Monnig’s testimony will be eliminated from 
the record. He is not sworn. 


ahead 
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Mr. Monnia. The Senator is quite right. Ask the witness those 
questions. 

Senator Munpr. It would be better for him to talk to the witness 
and let the witness testify. 

Senator Horny. That is the better course. 

Senator Nixon. You have no further information on that your- 
self; is that right? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir, 1 don’t. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Baker, I imagine this is the article you are 
referring to from the Post Dispatch, headed ‘James A. Waechter 
got $25,000 fee,”’ and so forth? 

Mr. Baker. There have been a number of those articles. 

Senator Munpr. This one says: 

Baker said he had no information on how his friend obtained Waechter’s name. 
“T don’t exactly recall how he got into the case,’’ Waechter said. ‘Hither a 
friend of mine now dead called me and then I may have called Baker, or else 
Baker called me first.’”’ 

That statement differs somewhat from what you have told us. 
What comment can you make upon Waechter’s statement in that 
connection? Did you call him first? 

Mr. Baker. I didn’t call him at all. 

Senator Munpr. Did he call you? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. The contact was made through Mr. Schu- 
macher. 

Senator Munpr. Is Mr. Schumacher now dead? 

Mr. Baker. No, sir; he is sitting right in back of the room. 

Senator Munpr (reading): 

I don’t recall how he got in the case. Either a friend of mine now dead 
called me or else Baker called me. 

Mr. Baker. | have no idea who he is referring to. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. Senator Mundt, we will call Mr. Waechter later 
as a witness. 

Senator Horny. The photographers may now take a picture of 
Mr. Baker if they wish. 

Mr. Baker, we thank you for your testimony. You may be 
excused. 

Mr. Max Elliot, Do you solemnly swear the testimony you shall 
give in this hearing shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing 
but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Exurorr. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF MAXWELL ELLIOTT, GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Senator Horny. Give the reporter your name and your connections, 
Mr. Elhott 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, sir. My name is Maxwell H. Elliott, and IT am 
the General Counsel of the General Services Administration. 

Senator Hory. Mr. Flanagan, you may proceed. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Mr. Elliott, you are familiar with the warranty 
against contingent fees, are you not, which appears in the various 
bids and contracts of the War Assets Administration under GSA? 

Mr. Exuiorr. I am; ves, sir. Prior to the formation of General 
Services, its constituent units and various Government agencies had 
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different forms for that contingent fee. Now it is standard through- 
out the Government, but I am familiar with the one that was used by 
War Assets and used in this particular case. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. You are familiar with the evidence which has been 
presented in this case this morning, are you not, Mr. Elliott? 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, sir; I have heard Mr. Baker’s testimony and 
Mr. Peyton’s testimony. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Under the circumstances of this case where Mr. 
Baker paid $25,000 to an attorney to allegedly expedite the case, and 
in view of the fact that he signed a warranty that he did not pay any 
such fee, would he have been violating or breaching that warranty? 

Mr. Evxiorr. On the basis of Mr. Baker’s testimony this morning 
as I heard it, it is my considered opinion that the transaction between 
Mr. Baker and Mr. Waechter was a violation of paragraph 13 of 
these terms and conditions, the covenant — contingent fees. 

Mr. FiranaGan. What is the penalty for that breach of warranty? 

Mr. Exuiorr. Under the contract the penalty is stipulated as giving 
the Government the right either to annul the contract or, at its option, 
to recover from the successful bidder the amount of such commission. 

Mr. Fuanaaan. Has the Government in this case taken any steps 
to take action against Mr. Baker for breaching that warranty or 
or allegedly breaching that warranty? 

Mr. Extiorr. When this matter came to the attention of General 
Services, it came first through the publication of ¢ a newspaper article 
in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 

Immediately following, Mr. Larson directed his Compliance Divi- 
sion to investigate the facts, and on the basis of their investigation, a 
report was made to the Department of Justice with a request that 
they make a further investigation and take suitable action. I don’t 
remember the precise date, but I think it was March 8 on which that 
was submitted to the Department of Justice. 

Mr. FLranaGan. March 8, 1952? 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nixon. Just a minute at that point. Do | understand the 
law to be, then, the only action which can be taken against the 
successful bidder is either through annulling his contract or through 
recovering the commission from him? What other action can be 
taken? 

Mr. Exuiorr. Senator Nixon, I was only talking about civil action. 

Senator Nrxon. What action can be taken under this breach of 
warranty or under the law, because I recognize that civil action relates 
to the breach of warranty. What action can be taken under the 
law against either of the individuals, either civil or criminal, in 
addition to what you have mentioned? 

Mr. Exuiorr. These are the only civil remedies of which 1 can 
think. 

Senator Nrxon. What about criminal actions? 

Mr. Evuiorr. Criminal actions, on the basis of Mr. Baker’s testi- 
mony, Which is all the facts that I have before me, I would think 
the only other possible action might be in connection with the 
statute—and I am sorry to say | don’t remember its reference, but 
it has to do with making a false statement in a presentation to the 
Government. 
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Senator Nixon. But again, your action then would be limited to 
the man who pays for the fix rather than the fixer; is that right? 

Mr. Exuiiorr. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Nixon. In other words, as the law is presently constituted, 
or at least as it was in applying to this transaction, the man who sells 
the influence or who puts in the fix, if there is one, goes free; is that 
right? 

Mr. Ex.iorr. The man who purports to put in the influence; yes. 

Senator Nrxon. That is what I mean. I should have put it that 
way, because we haven’t any evidence that actually he did anything 
in this instance—that is, up to this point. 

Now, do I understand, then, that under the law there is nothing 
that can be done at the present time to the individual who took 
the $25,000? 

Mr. Exuiorr. My answer is, ‘Generally, yes.’ 

Senator Nrxon. Unless Mr. Baker gets it back from him? 

Mr. Exuiorr. I have to qualify it by two things. One, the facts 
that I know are those facts to which Mr. Baker testified this morn- 
ing. The other thing is, I am not an expert in the criminal aspects 
of the violation of the covenant against contingent fees. 

Senator Nixon. You are on the civil side? 

Mr. Exuiortr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nixon. Civilly, the only action is against the man who 
has dealt with the Government directly? 

Mr. Exuiorr. That is correct. 

Senator Nixon. Not against the third party? 

Mr. Exxiorr. That is correct. 

Mr. Franacan. Mr. Elliott, do you know whether or not your 
Administration has referred this matter to the Department of Justice 
for the purpose of looking into possible criminal violations that might 
be involved? 

Mr. Exuiorr. We did, sir. We sent it over to the Department of 
Justice with a statement, as I recall—I do not have the letter here, 
but as I recall—we said, one, that there was a violation of the covenant 
against contingent fees, that our investigation had only been pre- 
liminary, and that a further investigation might develop further facts 
indicating violations of either civil or criminal nature, and we requested 
that they make a further and an exhaustive investigation and then 
take appropriate action. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. As far as you are concerned, your organization is 
merely setting into motion the machinery to collect the civil penalty. 

Mr. Exuiorr. Well, that is not quite right, sir. We are doing that, 
and we are also asking the proper investigative unit of the executive 
branch, which is in the Department of Justice 

Mr. FiuanaGan. I am asking about GSA. 

Mr. Exxiorr. Yes, sir 

Mr. FLanaGan. You have testified as to what you asked Justice to 
do? 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Now, I ask as far as GSA is concerned, have you 
set in motion the proper machinery to attempt to recover your civil 
penalties under this breach of warranty? 

Mr. Exuiorr. The reference to the Department of Justice has that 
effect of setting that machinery in motion, because either the General 
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Accounting Office or the Department of Justice would be the proper 
collection agency. 

Senator Nrxon. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, on this point that 
we might look further into what remedies, either civil or criminal, can 
the Government make, put into motion, put into effect against the 
third party who claims to sell the influence. 

I assume at the present time if there is no civil remedy and if the 
so-called influence peddler fails actually to do anything in the way of 
influence, there would be no remedy except against the individual who 
pays for the influence, it would seem to me ce rtainly that the law would 
be strengthened if some penalty would go directly to the man who 
purports to sell the influence, in addition to the man who pays for the 
influence, 

Mr. Exuiorr. I agree with that. 

Senator Nrxon. There is no such remedy at the present time? 

Mr. Exutorr. There is none that I know of, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. Would you agree that possibly some strengthening 
there of the provisions of the law might be studied, at least? 

Mr. Exuiorr. J think the Congress, and particularly this committee 
should give consideration to strengthening of the law in this field. 

Senator Hory. 1 think certainly any penalties imposed on the man 
himself ought likewise be applicable to the person who pretends to 
exercise and sell the influence. 

Senator Nrxon. It has been suggested, incidentally, that possibly 
if there is a violation of a statute here, Mr. Schumacher and Mr. 
Waechter would be guilty of conspiracy to violate the statute, along 
with Mr. Baker. 

It would seem to me that would be possibly an avenue of procedure. 
But certainly at the present time the law is not clear-cut on that. 

Senator Munpr. You said, Mr. Elliott, that vou could bring it to 
the attention of either the General Accounting Office or Justice? 

Mr. Exuuiorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. It seems to me the record indicates the General 
Accounting Office has been both more vigorous and more prompt on 
matters of this kind than Justice. In this case, did you bring this to 
the attention also of the General Accounting Office? 

Mr. Exvuiorr. No, we did not, for the reason that the General 
Accounting Office concerns itself with the civil collection of claims. 
Their remedies are a bit like ours, that is, they write letters. 

If it becomes necessary to sue somebody to get money back, why, 
then, they in turn have to refer it to the Department of Justice 

In this case, of couse, we could not foresee whether or not a suit 
would be necessary to recover the money, but in any event, we felt 
that our investigation was incomplete, ‘and we did feel that the 
Department of Justice through its investigative resources had a better 
opportunity to investigate the full facts, because it is only on the full 
facts that you can determine what remedies are available to you. 

Senator Munpr. You brought the General Accounting Office into 
the picture. On what kind of cases does it become operative? 

Mr. Exuiorr. We refer to the Department of Justice—this is a 
matter of our general procedure—where we have claims —- 
against somebody, we refer them, routine, you might say, : the first 
instance, to the General Accounting Office not so much wit the idea 
that by writing letters they will be more successful than we in collect- 
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ing, but with the idea that they keep the accounts of the entire Gov- 
ernment, and they may find that Mr. X, who owes us some money, also 
has some money coming to him from another part of the Government, 
and they set that off and that will be their mode of collection. 

Senator Munpr. That is why I was inquiring as to why you had 
not in this case also referred it to the General Accounting Office. 
That possibility might exist. 

Mr. Exuiorr. The reason was, sir, we felt that the facts, as far as we 
had gone, were very incomplete. We thought there ought to be fur- 
ther facts. I am sure that the Department of Justice, once it de- 
termines the full facts and determines upon its course, will also take 
the precaution of notifying the General Accounting Office to see that 
money is not paid to someone where he owes the United States some 
money. 

Senator Munpr. But had your office brought it to the attention of 
General Accounting, there wouldn’t be this interim of several months 
elapsing during which money might be paid; is that correct? 

Mr. Exxuiorr. That is possibly true. 

Senator Munpr. It seems to me complete diligence on the part of 
General Services would compel you to write to the General Accounting 
Office at the same time you wrote the Justice Department. 

Mr. Exuiorr. I think that is a good comment, Senator Mundt, and 
I will be mindful of it. 

Senator Munpr. It should be standard operating procedure. 

Mr. Exuiorr. Frankly, it hadn’t occurred to me, and I will keep 
it in mind in future cases. In the past we had always chosen either 
one or the other. I think it would be desirable to do both. 

Senator Horny. Thank you very much, Mr. Elliott. 

The committee will take a recess until tomorrow at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, the subcommittee recessed, to 
reconvene at 10 a. m. Tuesday, April 22, 1952.) 
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DISPOSAL OF SURPLUS PROPERTY, JEFFERSON 
BARRACKS, MO. 


TUESDAY, APRIL 22, 1952 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, dD. cy 

Met, at 10:15 a. m., pursuant to Senate Resolution 251, agreed to 
January 24, 1952, Eighty-second Congress, second session, in room 357, 
Senate Office Building, Senator John L. McClellan (chairman of the 
full committee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Clyde R. Hoey of North Carolina (chairman of 
the permanent subcommittee); John L. McClellan of Arkansas; Karl 
E. Mundt of South Dakota; and Richard M. Nixon of California. 

Also present: Francis D. Flanagan, chief counsel; H. J. Hatcher, 
assistant chief counsel; Jerome S. Adlerman, assistant counsel; James 
Sheridan, investigator; Ruth Young, chief clerk. 

Senator McCLELLAN. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Waechter, will you come around, please. Hold up your right 
hand. You do solemnly swear that the testimony you shall give 
. before this committee in this investigation shall be the truth, the 

whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 
(Mr. Waechter nodded, indicating an affirmative answer.) 
Senator McCiLe.Luan. Have a seat. 
Mr. Waechter, state your name, please, sir. 


TESTIMONY OF JAMES A. WAECHTER 


Mr. Warcutrrer. James A. Waechter. 

Senator McC.Le.ian. Your address? 

Mr. Warcnrer. St. Louis, Mo. 

Senator McC.Letian. What is your profession? 

Mr. Warcnrer. Lawyer. 

Senator McCLe tian. How long have you been an attorney? 

Mr. Warcurer. Forty years. 

Senator McCLetian. What is the character and nature of your 
practice as an attorney? 

Mr. Warcnrrer. General practice. 

Senator McCLetian. General practice? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes. 

Senator McCLetian. Are vou acquainted with Mr. K. C. Baker 
president of the J. D. Streeit Co.? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes, sir. 


Senator McCLenttan. You may take the witness, Mr. Counsel 
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Mr. FuanaGan. Mr. Waechter, when did you first become 
acquainted with Lee Schumacher? 

Mr. Warcuter. Oh, I think about 1945, but I am not positive. 
Sometime in 1944 or 1945. 

Mr. FLuanaGan. Prior to the spring of 1944 did you have any 
business or professional relationships with Mr. Schumacher? 

Mr. Warcurer. Well, only this way: Once or twice he asked me 
if I was coming here, if I could get some information for him. One 
time, as I recall, there was an article in the paper about most of the 
steel was going to be allotted to Europe, and he said that a number of 
men interested in St. Louis in steel would like to know if that was 
a fact. 

So next time I came to Washington, Judge Collette was here as one 
of the presidential advisers, and | met the Judge and asked him if 
that was the situation, and he said no, and I so reported back. 

Mr. FranaGcan. When did you first learn that J. D. Streett & Co. 
was seeking to acquire‘certain property at Jefferson Barracks? 

Mr. Warcurer. Well, I thought I told Mr. Sheridan it was in 
April, but after hearing Mr. Baker testify yesterday, I find my memory 
is incorrect. It was June. 

Mr. FuanaGan. From whom did you hear that Streett & Co. was 
seeking to acquire this property? 

Mr. Warcuter. Mr. Schumacher. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Did you have a meeting with Mr. Schumacher 
at that time? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes, he came in to see me. 

Mr. FuanaGan. He came in to your law office to see you? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FLanaGan. Your law office in St. Louis? 

Mr. WancuTer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FuanaGan. And what did he say to you concerning the efforts 
of the J. D. Streett Co. to acquire ong property? 

Mr. Warcuter. Well, he said, as I recall, that they wanted to 
engage me, that he was authorized i talk for them, and that they were 
very anxious to acquire this property. 

Mr. Fuanacan. He was authorized to speak for J. D. Streett & 
(56.7 

Mr. Warcutrer. That is what I so understood. 

Mr. FuanaGcan. Did he tell you why he came to you? 

Mr. Warcuter. No. As I recall, I think he said that Bob Han- 
negan had told him to come to see me. 

Mr. FuanaGan. That is Robert Hannegan, former Postmaster 
General? 

Mr. Warcuter. That is right. 

Mr. FuanaGan. And did he tell you at that time what he wanted 
you to do? 

Mr. Warcutrer. What he said, they’d like to get this property as 
quickly as possible because they were under some kind of an arrange 
ment, as I understood him, with the du Pont Co., that they had to get 
it within a certain period of time or their contract or arrangement 
with du Pont would go by the boards. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Did he explain to you what he wanted you to do? 

Mr. Warcutrer. Wanted to see if I could expedite it, find out 
whether they had any chance to get it. 
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Mr. Fuanacan. Did you tell him at that time what you thought 
you could do to help get this property? 

Mr. Warcuter. What I told him is, I said, ‘‘Well, I'll talk to 
Hannegan, and if he can’t get us the information,” I said, “we might 
as well, as far as I am concerned, forget about it.”’ 

Mr. Fuanacan. As I understand it, you testified that Mr. Schu- 
macher had gone to Hannegan, and Hannegan had recommended you 
as a lawyer. 

Mr. Warcutrer. That is what he told me. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Then did you tell Schumacher you would go back 
to Hannegan and ask him about it? 

Mr. Warcurer. I told him that I would. I think Hannegan’s 
reason for not wanting to be active in it, he had been sick, as you know, 
and he was contemplating going to Europe with his family, and he 
told him come see me. 

Senator Nixon. Just a moment; I don’t quite understand this. 
You mean that Mr. Hannegan told Mr. Schumacher to come see you? 

Mr. Warcurer. That is what Mr. Schumacher told me. 

Senator Nixon. That is the first time you talked to Mr. Schu- 
macher? 

Mr. Warcutrer. About this case; yes, sir. 

Senator Nixon. He came to see you? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nixon. And he said Mr. Hannegan had suggested that 
you were the man he should see? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator Nixon. Mr. Schumacher told you he had already talked 
to Mr. Hannegan about this matter, did he? 

Mr. Warcurer. He didn’t say he talked to him about it 

Senator Nixon. Why did Mr. Hannegan tell him to come to 
you about the matter, then, if he hadn’t talked to you? 

Mr. Warcutrer. I wouldn’t know. 

Senator Nrxon. Your answer is he had talked to Mr. Hannegan. 
Otherwise Mr. Hannegan wouldn’t have sent him to vou? 

Mr. Warcurer. I said he told me he did. 

Senator Nrxon. Mr. Schumacher told you he had talked to Mr 
Hannegan about this matter, and Mr. Hannegan said Mr. Waechter 
is the man to see; right? 

Mr. Warcurer, That’s correct. 

Senator Nixon. After Mr. Schumacher talked to you about it, 
then you say that what vou did was go back and talk to Mr. Hanne- 
gan? 

Mr. WarcuTer. Yes. 

Senator Nrxon. Wouldn’t you assume that if Mr. Hannegan had 
sent him to see vou, that Mr. Hannegan couldn’t handle it? Why 
did you talk to Mr. Hannegan again? 

Mr. Warecuter. Well, to see if we could get any place on the 
matter. 

Senator Nixon. Why wouldn’t Mr. Hannegan tell Mr. Schumacher 
that himself? 

Mr. Warcurer. | wouldn’t know that 

Senator Nixon. Why did he have to operate through you? 

Mr. Warcurer. I wouldn’t know that 
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Senator Nixon. Because Mr. Hannegan couldn’t take the fee 
himself; is that the reason? 

Mr. Warcurer. I don’t know. 

Senator Nixon. What arrangemement did you have with Mr. 
Hannegan on handling matters for fees? 

Mr. Warcurer. I thought that we would divide the fee after it 
was over with 

Senator Nixon. Did Mr. Hannegan make a practice of sending 
cases Lo you? 

Mr. Warcurer. On through the years he has sent me some. 

Senator Nixon. Through the years he has sent you cases, other 
eases than this in which people were interested in intervention in 
Government matters; is that right? 

Mir. WarcutrEeR. No; not always Government matters. 

Senator Nixon. Some of them were Government matters? 

Mr. Warcutrer. Yes 

Senator Nixon. A person would approach Mr. Hannegan on a 
matter of that type, he would send them to you and you would split 
the fee with him; is that the way it worked? 

Mr. Warcutrrer. No. 

Senator Nixon. In some instances you did; is that right? 

Mr. Warcurer. No Government affairs. 

Senator Nixon. On this one vou were going to split with him? 

Mr. Warcurer. That was my intention. 

Senator Nixon. That was vour intention? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes. 

Senator Nixon. Go ahead. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Now, at the time of this first meeting with Schu- 
macher in June of 1949 in connection with J. D. Streett & Co., do I 
understand that you told Schumacher vou would see Hannegan? 

Mr. Warcuter. That I would talk to Hannegan 

Mr. FuanaGan. That vou would talk to Hannegan? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes. 

Mr. FranaGan. And what were you going to attempt to have 
Hannegan do? 

Mr. Warcuter. I was going to ask him if he could learn through 
the proper channels whether there was any chance to accomplish what 
Streett wanted done. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. At that time, at the time of that meeting with 
Schumacher, did you indicate to Schumacher that you would do 
anything else other than just discuss the matter with Robert Han- 
negan? 

Mr. Warcuter. I don’t know that I did. 

Senator Nrxon. Just a minute. You told Mr. Schumacher you 
were going to go back and talk to Hannegan? 

Mr. Warcurer. I said, “Ul talk to Bob Hannegan and see what 
it’s all about.” 

Senator Nixon. Did Mr. Schumacher at that time tell you he had 
already talked to Hannegan? 

Mr. Waxcurer. I don’t think he told me he went into the details 
of the case with him. 

Senator Nixon. But he felt he couldn’t talk to Hannegan except 
through you; is that right? 

Mr. Warcurer. [ don’t know that. 





to 
to 


W 


to 


Lo 


m 


ar 


Wi 


ey 
Ou 





er 
in 


th 
lit 


oh 
1at 


ith 
do 
in- 
yOu 
hat 
rad 
uils 


ept 








DISPOSAL OF SURPLUS PROPERTY, JEFFERSON BARRACKS, MO. 13 


Senator Nrxon. Why would he have to proceed through you? He 
had already seen Hannegan. 

Mr. Warcuter. I don’t know. I’m just telling vou what he told 
me. 

Mr. FLanaGan. You have testified that the only thing vou recall 
vou told Schumacher you would do was to discuss this matter with 
Hannegan? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. At that time did you have in mind doing anything 
else other than talking with Hannegan? 

Mr. Warcurer. I thought if there was anything I coul 
to any of the agencies to get it in a legitimate manner, 
to do it. 

Mr. Fraxacan. But the primary thingeyou were going to do was 
to talk to Hannegan; is that right? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Mr. FranaGan. At the time of this meeting did you diseuss fees 
with Mr. Schumacher? 

Mr. Warcutrer. No. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Did vou indicate to him how much you expected 
to be paid in this case? 

Mr. Warcutrer. Never in my life until the check was presented 
to me. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. You heard Mr. Baker’s testimony vesterday? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes. 

Mr. FranaGan. You heard him testify that Schumacher came to 
him on June 10 and said that the fee would be $25,000? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes; | heard that. 

Mr. FranaGan. And you now testify that you had not discussed 
fee at all? 

Mr. Warcutrer. Hadn’t discussed the case with him before June 
LQ. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. You mean you discussed the case after Schumacher 
had already talked to Streett & Co.? 

Mr. Warcurer. Well, | would assume that. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. How do you account for the fact, then, that Schu- 
macher was setting your fee? 

Mr. Warcuter. I can’t account for it. 

Senator Munpr. Let’s get that straight. What was the date that 
‘humacher first came to see you? 

Mr. Warcurer. After hearing Mr. Baker testify yesterday, it’s 
around June 10. 

Senator Munpr. Around the 10th? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. You heard him testify yesterday that the check 
was made out on the 10th for $25,000? 

Mr. WarcutTer. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. To you? 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s right. 

Senator Munopt. Is it your testimony that before Mr. Schumacher 
ever came to see you, he had a check in his pocket for $25,000 mad 
out to you? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s the way it would seem. 
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Senator Munpr. Did Mr. Hannegan tel) him to write the check 
for $25,000? 

Mr. Warcurer. I don’t know. I don’t think so. 

Senator Nixon. Who did he tell you told him to write that check 
for $25,000? 

Mr. Warcurer. He didn’t say. 

Senator Nrxon. Was that the standard fee for this kind of inter- 
vention? 

Mr. Warcurer. No, no. I don’t mind telling you I was amazed 
when he told me what it was. 

Senator Munpr. There must be some explanation for the fact that 
here a man comes to you to get you to do something about a case 
you have never heard about, at the time he is talking to you he has 
got a check for $25,000 in his pocket made out to you. Had you had 
some previous dealings with Mr. Schumacher? 

Mr. Warcurer. I didn’t know he had the check in his pocket. 

Senator Munpt. So you testified. Have you had some previous 
dealings with Mr. Schumacher so that he sort of knew how much the 
check ought to be? 

Mr. Warcuter. No. 1 mean, where finances were involved? 

Senator Munpr. Had you ever had any other dealings with Mr. 
Schumacher in which vou collected a fee? 

Mr. Warcuter. No. 

Senator Munpt. Never before? 

Mr. Warcurer. Never. 

Senator Munpv. Mr. Hannegan had told Mr. Schumacher that 
your fee would be $25,000 because he had recommended him to you 
and he was interested in his cut, of course, his half, so since you didn’t 
establish the fee, since the fee was already established and the check 
made out before Mr. Schumacher came to you, doesn’t it seem logical 
Mr. Hannegan must have suggested the amount of the fee? 

Mr. Warcurer. I wouldn’t know. I later found out that Mr. 
Baker set the fee, from Schumacher. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Baker set the fee? 

Mr. Warcutrer. Yes, that’s what Schumacher told me. 

Senator MuNnpr. That wasn’t Baker’ s testimony yesterday. 

Mr. Warcurer. | know it wasn’t, but I am just telling you what 
happened between Mr. Schumacher and me. And then at the end 
of the whole thing, I said to Mr. Schumacher, I said, ‘‘Now, I don’t 
want to bank this check unless Mr. Baker is perfectly satisfied with 
it,’’ and he said, “I’ve seen Baker, he is satisfied with it. 

Senator Munpr. How much of the check did Mr. Schumacher get? 

Mr. Warcuter. None. 

Senator Munpr. None at all? 

Mr. Warcutrrer. None. 

Senator Munpr. You got $12,500, Hannegan got $12,500? 

Mr. Warcuter. Hannegan didn’t get anything. Hannegan finally 
didn’t get anything. 

Senator Munpr. Why was that? 

Mr. Warcurer. Well, when he came back from Europe I told him, 
I said, “We got a good fee in that case.”’ He said, “Well, I’m glad 
you did,” and he said, “See that the client is satisfied.” That’s all. 

He said, “I’m glad to have been able to help you.” 

Senator Munpr. You kept the full $25,000 yourself? 
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Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator Munpr. On a deal in which the client who came to you 
there with a $25,000 check made out in your name, in his pocket, at 
the time he said, ‘‘Will you be helpful in this case,’’ and you are now 
testifying that at that conference he never told you what the fee was 
going to be, you never discussed it with him, you had not the remotest 
idea whether it was going to be $5,000 or $50,000? 

Mr. Warcuter. Never discussed the amount of the fee with him 
until about July 1. 

Senator Munpr. Tell us the circumstances under which you did, 
at that time discuss, the fee. 

Mr. Wa ECHTER. He told me, he Says, ert looks like it’s progressing 
all right. They’re willing to pay $25,000 for it.”’ 

Senator Munpr. Schumacher told you that about July 1? 

Mr. WarcuTer. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. After you had been working on the case about 
3 weeks? 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s right. 

Senator Munpr. Did he say, “I’ve got the check in my pocket’’? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes. He showed it to me. 

Senator Munpr. Showed it to you around the Ist of July? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes. I place it around the Ist of July. 

Senator Munpr. Did you bring up the matter of fee with him at 
that time? 

Mr. Warecurer. Never. 

Senator Munpt. He brought it up? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator Munpr. So, you had been working on it for about 3 weeks 
before you had any discussion with anybody as to the amount of the 
fee? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator McCLe.ian. So far, I believe you have testified now to 
only one conversation with Bob Hannegan, or did you have a con- 
versation with Bob Hannegan immediately after Mr. Schumacher 
first came to you, and you promised him you would? Now, did you 
have that conversation with Hannegan? 

Mr. Warcuter. | think I had two. 

Senator McC.Le.uan. You had two with him? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes. 

Senator McCLeLLan. How soon after Schumacher first came to 
you? 

Mr. Warcurer. Oh, my recollection, I’d say probably within a 
week. 

Senator McCLexian. Possibly within a week. Were those tele- 
phone conversations? 

Mr. WagcuTerR. One was personally and one was over the phone, 

Senator McCue ian. All right. What did you discuss with Mr. 
Hannegan? 

Mr. Warcuter. | asked him if he could find out for me whether—— 

Senator McCue.ian. What? 

Mr. Warcurer. If he could learn for me whether these people had 
any chance to get this property, because I didn’t want to waste my 
time on it if they didn’t. 
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Senator McCueLttan. Was that the first conversation you had 
with him? 

Mr. Warcurer. I think so. 

Senator McC ie.titan. What was your second conversation with 
him? 

Mr. Warcurer. Well, I think the second one was that he told 
me—TI think T was at his house—said, ‘I talked with some people 
about that affair and it’s going to go through in the normal channels, 
but there will be some appraisals made and it will be subject to 
competitive bids.”’ 

Senator McCie tan. They had already been made; didn’t you 
know that? 

Mr. Warcutrrer. No; I didn’t. 

Senator McCLe.ian. They had already been made, and the price 
agreed upon. All there was to do was to process it through on the 
basis of the agreement already made. 

Mr. Warcurer. In June? 

Senator McCLe.ian. Yes. 

Mr. Warcutrer. No; I didn’t know it. 

Senator McCie.tuan. You knew that; didn’t you? 

Mr. Warcuter. No, sir; I didn’t. 

Senator McCie.titan. What did Mr. Hannegan tell you at that 
time? 

Mr. Warcurer. He said, just as I’ve told you, that it would go 
through in the normal channels. 

Senator McCietian. Who had Mr. Hannegan talked to? 

Mr. Warcuter. He didn’t tell me. 

Senator McCieiuan. All right. What did vou do after that? 

Mr. Warcurer. I just would see Mr. Schumacher from time to 
time. 

Senator McC Le.Lan. You would see him from time to time? 

Mr. Warcnrer. Yes. 

Senator McC.Letian. What did you do? 

Mr. Warcurer. I didn’t do anything. 

Senator McC.ietian. To earn your fee? What did you do to help 
get the project through? 

Mr. Warcurer. Nothing further, except one time I was here and 
I think I called the office over there and asked how it was getting 
along. 

Senator McCLe.ian. You are not sure about that? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes. 

Senator McCLe tian. You said you think you did. 

Mr. Warcurer. Well, I don’t know which office I called, whether 
it was War Assets—they were changing around at that time. 

Senator McCuriian. You don’t know whom you called. You 
placed one telephone call then sometime when you were here in 
Washington; is that all? 

Mr. Warcuter. Sir? 

Senator McC Le.tian. You placed one telephone call to some agency 
sometime when you were here in Washington to ask how it was 
getting along? 

Mr. Warcuter. The agency that had charge. 
Senator McCietian. Whichever agency it was? 


Mr. WarcuTer. Yes. 
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Senator McCLe.ian. You placed one telephone call and asked how 
it was getting along? 

Mr. Warcutrer. That’s right 

Senator McC Le._uan. What else did you do to expedite it? 

Mr. Warcutrer. That’s all I did, except Mr. Schumacher would 
come in from time to time. 

Senator McCLeLuan. Except to entertain Mr. Schumacher when 
he would come to see you and ask you about it? 

Mr. Warnecnrer. No. He said he had been conferring with Mr. 
Baker, and the matter was progressing all right. 

Senator McCue tian. He conferred with Baker, but who is con- 
ferring up here to get the job done? Did vou do it? 

Mr. Warcutrer. Not any more than I’ve told you. 

Senator McCuieuian. All right; you did nothing other than to 
place one telephone call? 

Mr. Warcutrrer. That’s right. 

Senator McC.Le tian. Did you come to Washington specifically for 
that purpose? 

Mr. Warcuter. No, sir. 

Senator McCLeLuan. You were up here on other business? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCLetian. So you earned a $25,000 fee, according to 
your testimony, by placing one telephone call here in Washington to 
some agency and inquiring how it was getting along? 

Mr. Warcurer. Besides the talks I had with Hannegan. 

Senator McCuLe.ian. Besides what? 

Mr. Warcutrer. Talks I had with Mr. Hannegan. 

Senator McCieitian. Two talks with Hannegan. Well, that 
wasn’t expediting it; was it? 

Mr. Warcutrer. No. I thought it was. 

Senator McCue tian. You thought it was? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes. 

Senator McC Levitan. Why did you think it was expediting it to 
talk to Hannegan? He wasn’t in Government. 

Mr. Warcurer. He wasn’t what? 

Senator McCLeL_an. He wasn’t in Government at that time. 

Mr. Warcurer. No; but I thought he knew the people here to 
talk to. 

Senator Nixon. What position did he hold at that time? 

Mr. Warcurer. None. 

Senator Nixon. None in the Government at all? 

Mr. Warcuter. No. 

Senator Nixon. No political position even; did he? 

Mr. Warcurer. No. 

Senator McC.Letian. What | am trying to find out here, the gentle- 
man yesterday testified that he thought he was getting something 
expedited. I am trying to find out how you expedited it, what you 
did to expedite it, what you did to earn the fee. Can you tell us 
what you did? 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s all I did. 

* Senator McCueiian. That is all you did? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes. 

Senator McCLetuan. That was an unusual fee for a telephone call; 
wasn’t it? 
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Mr. Warcutrer. No question about that; I told him that. 

Senator McCLe.tuan. You say that fee was not split with anyone? 

Mr. Waercurter. No, sir. 

Senator McCLeLian. Were any loans made out of it? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes. Not out of it. I did loan Mr. Karst—— 

Senator McCLetuan. Who? 

Mr. Warcuter. Mr. Karst. 

Senator McCLetian. Who was he? 

Mr. Warcuter. He was a former Congressman. 

Senator McCLe.Luan. Was he Congressman at that time? 

Mr. Warcnre™. I think he was. 

Senator McC.ie_ian. What has he done to help you expedite it? 

Mr. Warcuter. He hadn’t done anything. I never spoke to him 
about it. 

Senator McCLe titan. You never even spoke to him about it? 

Mr. Warcnrer. No. 

Senator McCie.uan. How did you happen to make him a loan 
out of it? 

Mr. Warcurer. Well, because he was in financial distress. He 
had two or three building projects and he was having difficulties, and 
he wanted to know if I would lend him some money. 

Senator McCLetian. What was the date of the loan to him? 

Mr. Warcuter. Well, there were three different checks. 

Senator McCLe.tian. Three? 

Mr. Wagcurer. Yes. There wasn’t any specific amount men- 
tioned. He thought he would sell a piece of property and he wouldn't 
be in any further need of money. 

Senator McCietian. You gave him three different checks at 
different times; is that correct? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator McCLeLian. Who did you make the checks payable to? 

Mr. Warcurer. One was made payable to “Cash.” 

Senator McCuetian. For how much? 

Mr. Wagcurer. I think $1,700 or $1,750. 

Senator McCLe.uan. $1,750 on September 16th? 

Mr. Warcurer. Was that the date? 

Senator McCLeLLaAN. 1949; is that correct? 

Mr. Warcurer. Well, whatever is on the check. 

Senator McCLe.ian. Have him identify this check, please. 

And if you will, Mr. Waechter, identify the endorsement. 

Mr. Warcutrer. They asked me about that yesterday. To save 
my life 1 couldn't tell you whose endorsement. 

Senator McCLe.Luan. You identify the check? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes; that is my check. 

Senator McCLe.ian. That is a check that was made payable to 
Cash” by you? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes. 


sé 


Senator McC.Letuan. But the check was delivered to former 


Congressman—what’s his name? 


Mr. Warcurer. No. My recollection is it was delivered to Mr. 


Schumacher. 
Senator McCLeLuan. Delivered to Schumacher? 
Mr. Warcurer. Yes, but the Congressman was here, 
Senator McCLe.uan. For the Congressman? 
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Mr. WarcuTeErR. Yes, and he was to take care of some bills. 

Senator McCLetuan. The check represented money that you were 
loaning to the former Congressman? 

Mr. WarcuTer. That is correct. 

Senator McCLe.LiaN. And, as far as you know, he got the money? 

Mr. Warcurer. He later paid me back; so, 1 assume he got it. 

Senator McCLe.uAN. He did get the money? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes. 

Senator McCieuuan. All right. Then you made another one 
on November 15 to James A. Waechter. That is you. 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s right. 

Senator McCLetian. Made payable to yourself? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator McCLeLLan. That is in the amount of $1,000. Will you 
identify that check, please? 

Mr. Warcurer. That is mine. 

Senator McCLetian. Then on December 28 you made another 
check to yourself for $1,300? 

Mr. Warcuter. That is right. 

Senator McC.LeLian. Was that money also loaned to 

Mr. WarcutsirR. That was in the aggregate of the $4,000. 

Senator McCLetian. Show him the other one and have him 
identify it. Those are the three checks representing the loans you 
made to the former Congressman? 

Mr. Warcutrer. That’s right. 

Senator McCLe.ian. Let them be filed as exhibit 3. They will 
all be made one exhibit. 

(The checks referred to were marked “Exhibit No. 3 (a), (b), and 
(c)’’ and will be found in the appendix on pp. 88, 89, and 90.) 

Senator Munpt. What did you do with the cash from that second 
check? You endorsed it yourself? 

Mr. Warcurer. | understood that they got a certified check for it. 

Senator Munpt. To whom did you make the certified check 
payable? 

Mr. Warcurer. | didn’t make it. I handed the check to Mr. 
Schumacher, and he was to take care of some bill. 

Senator Munpr. In other words, this is the way in which you 
paid off Mr. Schumacher; isn’t that right? 

Mr. Warcurer. | didn’t pay him off. Mr. Karst paid me that 
money back. 

Senator Munpr. That’s night, but Mr. Schumacher got the money. 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. This is the way Mr. Schumacher got his part 
of the $25,000. The third check, as a matter of fact, is endorsed by 
Mr. Schumacher. 

Mr. Warcurer. But Mr. Schumacher used the money to pay 
debts of Karst. 

Senator Munpr. I don’t know what he did with his money. Maybe 
he owed Karst some money; maybe he owed Joe Bloke some money, 
but he got the money. The man that endorses the check gets the 
money; isn’t that right? 

Mr. Warcuter. Oh, ves; but I don’t think he retained any for 
himself, 

Senator Munpr. He got the money out of this transaction 
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Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator Munpr. He didn’t do just some good charitable job with 
you. He got at least the payment from two checks, $2,500, and you 
don’t know what he did with the money, and neither do I. 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes; I do. He paid debts of Karst, and Karst 
paid me back. 

Senator Munpr. One check he endorsed himself. Karst doesn’t 
appear there at all. 

Mr. Warcutrer. That was used to pay a bill of Karst’s. 

Senator Munpr. How do you know what it was used for? Why 
didn’t vou give it to Mr. Karst instead of Mr. Schumacher? 

Mr. Warcutrer. Mr. Karst was here in Washington. 

Senator Munpr. You could mail a check to Washington. 

Mr. Warcuter. Well, some creditor was crowding him. 

Senator Munptr. Was there any reason you didn’t want to be con- 
nected with Mr. Karst, presenting him a check in Washington? 

Mr. Warcurer. No. 

Senator Nrxon. Did Mr. Schumacher ask you to do this? 

Mr. Warcuter. No. Here is the way it come up. Karst asked 
me if I’d give Schumacher some money to pay some bills for him. 

Senator Nrxon. How did he do that? He was in Washington. 
Were you in Washington, too? 

Mr. Warcurer. That I don’t remember, but I think he called 
me 

Senator Nixon. You said the reason you didn’t give Karst the 
money was he was in Washington and you were in St. Louis. 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator Nixon. All right. Now you say Mr. Karst asked you to 
give Schumacher the money for him. 

Mr. Warcuter. To pay—— 

Senator Nrxon. Where did that take place? Were you in Wash- 
ington? Were you in St. Louis?—or by telephone? 

Mr. Warcurer. I imagine he called me up. 

Senator Nixon. You know whether he called you up. A trans- 
action of $4,000, vou mean you don’t know whether it was on the 
phone or you mei him pe ‘rsonally? How did it come about? Where 
did it happen, in St. Louis or W cage re noe 

Mr. Waercuter. Here is how it happened: He said he needed 
originally about $1,700 

Senator Nixon. Where did that happen? 

Mr. Warcuter. That happened in St. Louis. 

Senator Nrxon. He was in your office; right? 

Mr. WarcuTer. Yes. 

Senator Nrxon. All right. He said, “I need $1,700 to take care of 
some bills.’’ 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes. 

Senator Nixon. Why didn’t you give him a check for $1,700 right 
then? 

Mr. Warcurer. I don’t know. That is the way they wanted 
done. 

Senator Munpr. Who wanted it done that way? 

Mr. Warcurer. | didn’t give it to him. I gave it to Mr. Schu- 
macher. 

Senator Munpr. The way Schumacher wanted it done? 
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Mr. Warcuter. Yes. 

Senator Munpt. That is the way Schumacher wanted it done? 

Mr. Warcurer. That is the way it was done. 

Senator Munpt. You said that is the way Schumacher wanted it 
done; is that right? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes; because he didn’t know who he was going to 
pay it to. 

Senator Munpr. Schumacher just said, “Make out the check for 
cash and [ll endorse it?” 

Mr. Warcurer. He didn’t endorse it. 

Senator Munpr. He endorsed one? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes; later. 

Senator Munpt. He did. The second endorsement nobody could 
read, just a string of lines. The third one you endorsed? 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s right. 

Senator Munpr. Possibly Schumacher got all three of them. We 
don’t know. You can’t tell by the checks, can you? 

Mr. Warcuter. No; you can’t tell by the checks excepting that 
Karst paid me back. 

Senator Munpr. The only one you can tell by the check is the one 
Schumacher endorsed himself. You can tell that by the check? 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s right. 

Senator Munpr. You have got to guess at the other two? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator McC.Le.Ltan. How did Karst pay vou back? 

Mr. Warcuter. He gave me in the year of 1950 $1,000 in small 
payments, 500, 300, and 250, I think. 

Senator McC Leiian. That was in 1950? 

Mr. Wancurter. Yes. 

Senator McC Lei.ian. Did he pay that by check? 

Mr. WancuTrer. No; that was cash. 

Senator McCLeutian. Cash. How did he pay the rest of it? 

Mr. Warcuter. He gave me a check April, a year ago 

Senator McCieuian. April, a year ago? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes; 1951. 

Senator McC.Leiian. For the balance? 

Mr. Warcurer. $3,000. 

Senator McCLe.ian. $3,000? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes. 

Senator McC.Letian. Did you have a note or any evidence of 
indebtedness from him? 

Mr. Warcutser. No. 

Senator McC.LeLian. How long had you known Mr. Karst? 

Mr. Warcurer. Since he is a boy. 

Senator McCLe._tan. You had known him for a long time? 

Mr. Warcuter. Twenty-five vears, I'd say. 

Senator McC LeLian. Twenty-five vears. And you did not con- 
tact him in any way regarding this transaction? 

Mr. Warcutrer. No; I didn’t know that he knew anything about 
it at that time. 

Senator MceCiLeiLtan. Mr. Waechter, it is a most unusual thing for 
one to be employed under the circumstances you have related. May 
J ask whether you held yourself out to Schumacher as having influence 
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up here with some of the departments and that you could expedite it 
for him? 

Mr. Warcuter. Not only not to Schumacher, anybody else. 

Senator McCLe.Lian. You did not make any such representations 
to anyone? 

Mr. Warcurer. Absolutely none. 

Senator McCLetian. And you did not meet your client, you did 
not meet Baker until after the transaction was virtually consummated 
and he was ready to deliver the check? 

Mr. Wascurer. That is correct. 

Senator McCLeLian. You asked Baker to write you a letter? 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s right. 

Senator McCLe.tLtan. Which has been introduced here in testi- 
mony. Why did you want that letter if you had performed no 
services? 

Mr. Warcurer. Just to know that he was satisfied. 

Senator McCLe.ian. Just to know that he was satisfied? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator McCue.iian. Did you tell Baker you had actually per- 
formed no services? 

Mr. Warcuter. I didn’t. I don’t think it was discussed. All 
the conversations with Baker, I think, were between he and Mr. 
Schumacher. 

Senator McCLe.tian. You left him under the impression that you 
had performed some service and asked him to write you a letter to that 
effect; didn’t you? 

Mr. Warcuter. No; what I asked him to do, write me a letter and 
say that he was satisfied with the fee. 

Senator McCLe.LiaNn. Satisfied with the fee? 

Mr. WarcurTer. Yes. 

Senator McCLettan. Why were you concerned about that? 

Mr. Warcurer. It was an unusually large amount. 

Senator McC Le.tian. It was an unusual request, too, for a lawyer 
to make of his client, wasn’t it, “Write me a letter and tell me you are 
satisfied with the fee?” 

Mr. Warcurer. Well, maybe it was, but that was the fact. 

Senator McC.Le Lan. You are a lawyer. You know it was. 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes. 

Senator McC.Le tian. So there was in your mind all the time a 
feeling that you had performed no services, you had earned no fee, 
and therefore to try to persuade your own conscience about the 
matter, you simply asked for a letter about this, to be placed in your 
file; didn’t vou? 

Mr. Warcuter. Oh, I just wanted to know he was satisfied with 
the matter. | hadn’t known him. 

Senator McCLetian. You were a little disturbed about it? 

Mr. Warcurer. Well, about the amount. I knew it was out of 
line. 

Mr. FuanaGan. It was brought out in our record yesterday, Mr. 
Waechter, that in June of 1949 Congressman Karst inquired of the 
General Services Administration concerning the disposal of this piece 
of property to J. D. Streett & Co. Do you have any idea how Karst 
became interested in this case? 
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Mr. Warcuter. No, I do not, unless Mr. Schumacher or Mr. 
Hannegan might have talked to him. I didn’t. 

Mr. FLanaGaNn. Did either Schumacher, Hannegan, or anyone else 
ever indicate to you that they had contacted Karst? 

Mr. Waercurer. Later, I think Karst told me that Hannegan 
spoke to him. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. Are you sure of that? 

Mr. WarcuTer. Yes. 

Senator Nrxon. When? 

Mr. Warcuter. When did he tell me? 

Senator Nixon. Yes; when did he tell you? 

Mr. Warcuter. Oh, I would say around the Ist of January 1950. 

Senator Nrxon. Before or after you made the loans to Karst? 

Mr. Warcuter. Afterward. 

Senator Nrxon. After all the loans were made? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes. 

Senator Nixon. You did not, as I understand it, learn that Mr. 
Karst had intervened in this case until vou had made the loan? 

Mr. Warcurer. I thought he was interested in the other project, 
the housing project. 

Senator Nixon. When did you first learn or hear that Mr. Karst 
had intervened in this case? 

Mr. WarcuTer. That is as near as I can place it. 

Senator Nrxon. That is the first time. You are swearing under 
oath that the first time you ever heard or had any idea that Karst had 
intervened in this case was when Hannegan told you in January 1950; 
is that your sworn testimony? 

Mr. Warcuter. No; Hannegan told me in June. 

Senator Nixon. In June 1950? 

Mr. Warcurer. Karst told me Hannegan 

Senator Nixon. Be very careful in answer to this question. 

Mr. WAEcHTER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. When was the first time you ever heard that he 
had intervened in this case? 

Mr. Warcuter. That I can’t tell you definitely. 

Senator Nixon. Who told you? Who was the first man who told 
you? 

Mr. Warcuter. I think Mr. Schumacher. 

Senator Nixon. Mr. Schumacher told you? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes. 

Senator NIXON. He spoke to you before Mr. Hannegan did about 
Karst’s intervention? 

Mr. Warcurer. Hannegan never did tell me about Karst’s inter- 
vention. I am telling you what Karst told me, that Hannegan asked 
him to say that he had no objection. 

Senator Nixon. Schumacher then told you about Karst’s interven- 
tion. When did that happen? 

Mr. Warcuter. Ob, some time, say, probably in September some 
time. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. September 1949? 

Mr. WarcuTer. Yes. 

Mr. FLanaGan. Before you got the $25,000 payment? 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s right. 

Senator Nrxon. And before you made the loans? 
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Mr. WAECHTER. 


Senator Munpr. 


No. 
Yes; you made the loans in September and 


November and December. 


Mr. WaArEcHTER. 
Senator Munpr. 
Mr. WAECHTER. 
Senator Munprt. 
Mr. WArcHTER. 
Senator Munpt. 
Mr. WarEcHTER. 
Senator Nixon. 


That’s right. 

It was before you made the loans. 

No; it was about the time that I gave that check. 
About the time vou gave the first check? 

Yes. 

You gave him two subsequent checks? 

That’s right. 

In other words, then your testimony is that prior 


to the time that you gave him the checks, that you were informed 
by Schumacher that he had intervened in this case? 


“Mr. Warcurer. 


That he raised no objection to it. He was inter- 


ested, as I understood it, in the other project for the park and the 
housing projects, a big tract of land, and all this land laid within his 


district. 
Senator NIxon. 
Mr. WAECHTER. 
Senator NIXon. 
Mr. WAECHTER. 
Senator Nixon. 
Karst? 
Mr. WAECHTER. 
Senator Nixon. 
Mr. WAECHTER. 
Senator NIXoNn. 


Mr. WAECHTER. 


Senator NIxon. 


Mr. WArEcCHTER. 


Senator NIxon 


Did vou ever discuss this case with him? 
Before? 

Yes. At any time. 
Since; ves. 

When? When did 


Oh, I place that around January 1, 1950. 

After you had made the loans? 

Yes. 

What was the purpose of that discussion? 

It just came up. 

The deal had been completed then? 

That’s right. 

You knew you were going to get this $25,000 fee 


in July; did vou not? 


Mr. WarcuTer. 


No, | didn’t know 


going to accept it then 


Senator NIXON. 


You knew it was going to be offered to you. 


Schumacher showed you the check in July? 


Mr. WAECHTER. 


Senator Nixon. 


consideration involved for your services, 
that time in July was to make this one telephone call when you came 


That’s right. 


And then after you knew that that was the 
the only thing you did after 


to Washington; is that right? 


Mr. WAarcHTrer 


And I talked with Mr. 


to time about how the matter was progressing 


Senator NIxon. 
\Ir. WArECHTER 


Senator NIxon. 
Mr. WaArcHTER. 


Senator NIxon. 
expedite it 


is that right? 


Mr. WArECHTER. 


Mr. Schumacher? 

That’s right 

He wasn’t doing anything? 
He was conferring with Mr. 
You were the expediter. 


Yes, and I told them if they followed the normal 


course, it would probably go through. 


you first discuss it with Mr. 


I didn’t know that I was 


Schumacher from time 


He had asked you to 
I understand then that after July vou did not do anything 
but make this one call insofar as expediting it with the Government; 
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Senator Nixon. Tell us what happened on that call when you 
called Washington. Do you remember to whom you talked? 

Mr. Waxcurer. No, sir, I do not. 

Senator Nixon. You don’t remember the agency? 

Mr. Wancurrer. Yes. 

Senator Nixon. Was it a man or a woman? 

Mir. Warcurer. It was a gentleman. 

Senator Nixon. How did you get in touch with them? I mean, 
did it take you quite a few people as you went through the agency 
until you found the right one? 

Mr. Warcutrer. No; I called up. 

Senator Nixon. You called up? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes, and asked them what the situation was with 
reference to the Streett matter. 

Senator Munpr. To anybody who answered the phone? Who did 
vou ask, the first person that answered the phone? 

Mr. Warcntrer. No, no; | asked for the party that knew about 
this transaction. 

Senator Munpr. What was his name? 

Mr. Warcuter. | say I don’t recall that. It may have been this 
gentleman that testified yesterday. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Who told you who to call? 

Mr. Warcurer. | just assumed that that was the proper place 
to call. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Did Bob Hannegan tell you who to get in touch 
with? 

Mr. Warcurer. No; Hannegan at that time, | think, was in 
Europe. 

Senator Munpr. Did Karst tell you who to get in touch with? 

Mr. Warcurer. No; he may have had, but I don’t have any recol- 
lection of it. 

Senator Munpr. Karst might have told you? 

Mr. Warcurser. That’s right. 

Senator Munpr. He is the one who told you he had been down here 
and would know what agency would handle it; is that right? 

Mr. Warcurer. I had had some business with the agenev before. 

Senator Munpr. You had other clients like this? 

Mr. Warcutrer. No, no; but I guess this is one in a lifetime 

Senator Munpr. You had personal business with them then? 

Mr. Warcnrer. That’s right. 

Senator Munpr. You yourself were interested in buying surplus? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes; but I never succeeded in getting it. 

Senator Munpr. Let me ask you whether vou ever made any other 
loans to Mr. Karst except these three. 

Mr. Warcurrr. Oh, ves; 10 years or so ago. 

Senator Munpr. Did you make those through Mr. Schumacher, 


too? 


Mr. Warcurer. No. 

Senator Munpr. You made those direct? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right 

Senator Munpr. I am kind of curious about Schumacher. He was 
a pretty busy man in those days. He was running around to you, he 
Was running around to Karst, and he was in between the act when it 
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came to expediting the business, and he was kind of a transfer agency 
for loans. It seems quite plausible to me that he should have been 
paid. He actually did more work in the case than you did; didn’t he? 

Mr. Waxcuter. That’s right, and I don’t mind saying if I had 
paid him I would have, because I didn’t see anything improper——— 

Senator Munpr. I don’t either. 

Mr. Waxrcurer. He wasn’t connected with the Government. 

Senator Munpr. I don’t see anything improper about it. 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right, but I just didn’t give him any. 

Senator Munpr. Looking at these checks, I think he was paid. 
I don’t know why the evidence doesn’t say he is paid. The check is 
made out, he endorsed the check, nobody else endorsed the check. 
I think he was paid. I am curious to know why if he was paid, don’t 
you just say so. 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s what I say. I don’t see anything wrong 
init. If I did, I’d certainly tell you, ‘but I didn’t consciously give the 
man a nickel that he retained. 

Senator Munpr. Don’t you really believe in your own mind that he 
got this money? 

Mr. Warcuter. All I know is that he paid off debts of Karst, and 
Karst paid me back. 

Senator Munprt. He paid off? 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s what they’re supposed to be for. 

Senator Munpr. He did not give the money to Karst. He paid 
Karst’s debts? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator Munpr. What was his relationship with Karst? 

Mr. Warcuter. They had been acquaintances through the years, 
I guess. 

Senator Munpr. I have got a lot of acquaintances, but don’t have 
anybody pay off any debts of mine. I don’t understand that. It 
must be something more than acquaintanceship. Karst owes money, 
you give him the money and he pays it off. 

Mr. Waercuter. That’s right, but Karst was here in Washington 
and he asked me to give it to Mr. Schmacher to take care of it. 
Schmacher was ‘aniliar with his affairs. 

Senator Munpr. Karst hadn’t lost confidence in the Government 
to the extent he couldn’t trust the Postal Department to deliver a 
check for $1,700? 

Mr. Warcurer. No, I don’t think so. 

Senator Munpr. I can’t understand it. This one check has your 
endorsement. You wrote a check to Mr. Waechter? 

Mr. Warcurer. I understood he got a cashier’s check for it. 

Senator Munpr. What did you do with the money after you en- 
dorsed it? You must have cashed this check yourself at the bank, 
didn’t you? 

Mr. Warcuter. No. 

Senator Munpr. Nobody else endorsed it? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. Thev just went down and got a 
cashier's check for it 

Senator Munpr. From what bank? 

Mr. Warcurer. I don’t know what bank. 


Senator Munpr. Did you find out what bank it was, Mr. Flanagan? 
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Mr. Warcuter. The endorsement is on the back there. 

Senator Munpr. Somebody would have to endorse it. It is your 
endorsement. 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s right. 

Senator Munptr. You must have taken it to the bank. 

Mr. Warcuter. If you will look on the back, there Senator 

Senator Munprt. | am looking. 

Mr. Warcurer. What is the bank endorsement? 

Senator Munpr. St. Louis Clearing House, National Bank of St 
Louis, apparently. Is there a First National Bank of St. Louis? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator Munpr. You made the check on the Mississippi Valley 
Trust Co. of St. Louis? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator Munpr. A different bank? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator Munpr. The way we do banking out in South Dakota, if I 
write a check to myself and endorse it, it is not negotiable until some- 
body else endorses it, unless I take it to the bank myself. 

Here is a check drawn on one bank, cashed by another bank, the 
only endorsement on it is yours. 

Mr. Warcurter. I don’t have any account at the First National, 
and I don’t think I have been in the bank in 10 years. 

Senator Munpr. How do you suppose that check got cashed? 

Mr. Warcurer. I gave it to Mr. Schumacher. 

Senator Munpr. You gave it to him? 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s right. 

Senator Munptr. How did he get it cashed without endorsement? 

Mr. Warcuter. Well, that 1 wouldn’t know. 

Senator Munpr. Now, we have the testimony that he got this 
check and got the money, and we know from the record on the check 
that the other check for $1,300 which was handled the same way, as 
far as you were concerned, he endorsed that one. 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator Munpr. His name appears on that one, and I defy any 
handwriting expert to— 

Mr. Warcurter. That is what | said to the gentleman yesterday. 
He asked me who it was. 

Senator Munpr. In absence of further proof, I assume that also 
was Schumacher’s, but I don’t know. 

Mr. Warcurter. His signature? 

Senator Munopr. It isn’t a signature. It is just a series of lines, 
and, of course, if you can cash checks down in the east St. Louis banks 
by not endorsing them at all, 1 suppose you can do it by writing some 
hieroglyphics on it so an Egyptian couldn’t read it. I don’t know. 

Mr. FianaGcan. Mr. Waechter, when did you first talk to Karst 
about this? Do I recall from your testimony now that it was in 
July of 1949? 

Mr. Warcuter. No. I thought September, some time. 

Mr. FLanaGan. Was it while the case was still pending? 

Mr. Warcutrer. No. It was over with. 

Mr. FianaGan. I have here, which I will ask the chairman to 
place in the record, a memorandum dated July 8, 1949, an interoffice 
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memorandum in the GSA to the General Counsel. I will read only 
the first two sentences. It says: 

Congressman Karst of St. Louis, Mo., has asked us for an early decision in the 
sale of three warehouses and the underlying land located at Jefferson Barracks. 
Du Pont & Co., which has a contract with the Federal Government, wishes to 
acquire these buildings and sites at the earliest possible date. 

That is the case that we are discussing here. 

Mr. Warcuter. That is right. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. So there is no doubt from this exhibit that Karst 
was familiar with the facts in this case. 

Mr. Warcuren. I am satisfied he was. 

Mr. FranaGan. Did he ever tell you who had asked him to 
make these inquiries? 

Mr. Warcuter. No. I know I didn’t, and I don’t know whether 
he said Schumacher did or not, but I know I didn’t. 

Mr. FranaGan. Do you think that it is possible, do you think that 
he told you that Schumacher may have asked him to make these 
inquiries? 

Mr. Waercnuter. That is what [I say. I think Schumacher or 
Hannegan asked him. 

Mr. FranaGan. You think from your conversations with Karst, 
then, that either Hannegan or Schumacher had in July of 1949 or 
the summer of 1949 asked Congressman Karst to inquire concerning 
this matter? 

Mr. Warcurer. As I understood him to say, to tell that he had no 
objection to it, that it was in his district and he thought if they put 
the plant there, it would employ a couple of thousand people and be 
beneficial. 

Mr. Franacan. When you turned this first check over, which you 
say was to go to Karst, this check dated September 16, 1949, in the 
amount of $1,750, did you have a conversation with Karst at that 
time? 

Mr. Warcutrer. About this? 

Mr. FuanaGan. About the check, about the loan. 

Mr. Warcuter. No. About the loan; ves. 

Mr. Franacan. And you did not mention the fact that you were 
attempting to get this piece of property for your client? 

Mr. Warcuter. | thought it was already through the process and 
we were waiting for the final papers. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. When you first learned from Schumacher, accord- 
ing to your testimony, early in July that he had this $25,000 check, 
what did Schumacher say he was going to do, keep the check until 
the deal had been consummated? 

Mr. Warcuter. | don’t know, but I know what was in my mind 

Mr. FLANAGAN. What was in your mind? 

Mr. Warcurer. That I didn’t want it unless the deal was con- 
summated. 

Mr. FranaGan. In other words, you were to get the fee if the deal 
went through? 

Mr. Warcuter. Well, nothing was said about it, but that was 
what I had satisfied myself 1 was going to do. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. You were satisfied in your own mind, then, that 
you wouldn’t get paid unless you were successful or unless your client 
was successful in getting the plant? 
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Mr. Warcurer. I didn’t expect to be. 

Mr. FuanaGan. In other words, you considered it a contingent fee? 

Mr. Warcuter. That is what it would look like. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. When was this check in the amount of $25,000 
turned over to you? 

Mr. Warcuter. Some time the latter part of September, the 27th 
or 28th. 

Mr. FuanaGan. You heard Mr. Baker testify yesterday that Schu- 
macher, you, and Mr. Baker met at the Racquet Club? 

Mr. Warcurer. That is right. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. Was that the meeting in which the check was 
turned over to you? 

Mr. Warcurer. No. He had given it to me before 

Mr. FuanaGan. Who had given it to you before? 

Mr. Warcurer. Mr. Schumacher. 

Mr. FuanaGan. How long before? 

Mr. Warcuter. Oh, within a short time of that. That is when | 
asked him if Baker was satisfied. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Within a few days before that? 

Mr. Wactcurer. I would say that. 

Mr. Fuanaaan. And how long did you hold on to the check before 
you put it in your bank account? 

Mr. Warcurer. Well, until we had that meeting with Mr. Baker. 

Mr. FuanaGcan. With Mr. Baker? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes. 

Mr. FLanaGan. You were still carrying the check around on the 
day that you met Baker and Schumacher at the Racquet Club? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Mr. FLranaGan. At that meeting did you tell Baker or Schumacher 
that you were going to deposit the check? 

Mr. Warcurer. | didn’t tell him anything until I got that letter. 
I didn’t mention that I was going to deposit it. I imagine they 
assumed it. 

Senator Nixon. Just a minute at that point. You say that you 
did not want to deposit the check until you got the letter? 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s right; until 1 knew he was satisfied. 

Senator Nixon. I would like some explanation of that letter, and 
I will tell you frankly why I think it is essential. 

The chairman has already questioned you upon it, but on the basis 
of the evidence you have already given up to this point, the fact that 
you did not do anything actually to expedite this case, the fact that 
when the time came for the payment before you cashed the cheek 
you wanted a letter from your client indicating that he was satisfied 
with the services; on the basis of that testimony on its face, with no 
further explanation, this simply looks like a case of a shake-down in 
which you wanted the letter for protection in the event you were ever 
charged with a shake-down. Now, that is the way it looks. 

Mr. Warcurer. | am sorry, but that wasn’t 

Senator Nixon. | think for your own protection you ought to give 
us an explanation about that. 

Mr. Warcuver. The only explanation I ean give, that Mr. Han- 
negan said, “Is the client satisfied?”’ 

Senator Nixon. What is that? 

Mr. Warcutrer. Mr. Hannegan said, “Is the client satisfied?” 
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Senator Nixon. Mr. Hannegan asked you to get the letter? 

Mr. Warcnrer. No. And I said, “W ell, I feel certain he is, but 
| will have him write me a letter to that effect.”’ 

Senator Nrxon. Just a moment. Did Mr. Hannegan know you 
were going to get the $25,000? 

Mr. Warcurer. It was mentioned; yes. 

Senator Nrxon. He knew the amount of the fee? 

Mr. Warcuter. I told him. Well, I place it, I think he got back 
from Europe right after Labor Day. That would have been the first 
Monday in September, and I went to the ball game one night with 
him, I’d say the 15th of September. That’s how writing a letter 
entered my mind. 

Senator Nixon. Yes. And at that time it was casually mentioned 
that you were to receive a $25,000 fee? 

Mr. Warcurer. It wasn’t casual. It was mentioned. 

Senator Nixon. It was mentioned? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator Nixon. Mr. Hannegan said, “Is the client satisfied?”’ 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s right. 

Senator Nrxon. Did he suggest that you get a letter? 

Mr. Warcuter. No, but I just assumed—lI said to Mr. Schu- 
macher, I said, ‘‘Are you sure Mr. Baker is satisfied?” He said, 
“Yes.’’ I said, ‘I wish he would tell me that, write me a letter to 
that effect.” 

Senator Nrxon. And the reason, in other words, you wanted that 
letter, vou really couldn’t see any reason for him to pay $25,000 for 
what you had done; is that it? 

Mr. Warcuter. That is absolutely correct. 

Senator Nrxon. You thought frankly that he was paying you 
$25,000 for doing something which he would have gotten regardless 
of your intervention; is that correct? 

Mr. Warcuter. There isn’t any question about it that he would 
have gotten it. 

Senator Nrxon. You actually got $25,000 for doing absolutely 
nothing, didn’t you? 

Mr. Warcuter. Practically nothing. 

Senator Nrxon. As far as he was concerned. 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator Munptr. What did Mr. Schumacher tell you he had ever 
done in Washington in connection with this case? 

Mr. Warcutrer. When did he tell me? I didn’t understand that, 
Senator. 

Senator Munpr. What did Mr. Schumacher tell you that he, 
Schumacher, had done in Washington to help this case? 

Mr. Warcurer. | think he said that—I want to try to be correct 
about it—he was down here and he went to the War Assets or what- 
ever the agency was, and didn’t seem to be getting any place, and 
that’s when he told Mr. Baker he ought to get a law: yer 

Senator Munpr. In other words, Schumacher had been working 
on the case before you got into it? 

Mr. Warcurer. That is my understanding. 

Senator Munpr. What did he do after you got into it? 

Mr. Warcurer. Confer with me from time to time. 
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Senator Munpr. Mr. Baker said that somebody in Washington 
told Schumacher to get in touch with you. Who was that? 

Mr. Warcuter. | wouldn’t know, unless it was Hannegan. 

Senator Munpr. It might have been Hannegan? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. Didn’t you know Schumacher before that time 
yourself? 

Mr. Warcurer. Sure, knew him, as I say, since 1945. 

Senator Munpr. You told us, I think, that you offered Hannegan 
part of the check? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. And he said he didn’t want it? 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s right. 

Senator Munpr. Did you ever offer Schumacher any of it? 

Mr. Warcurer. No. 

Senator Munpr. Wouldn’t that have been the proper thing to do? 
There is nothing improper that I can see about it. 

Mr. Warcurer. That is what I say. 

Senator Munpr. If Schumacher got you this fee. 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s right, 

Senator Munpr. This golden apple had fallen into your lap; you 
had done very little work; Schumacher had been the intermediary. 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s right. 

Senator Munpr. | think you would have said, ‘Here, I'll give you 
part of the check.’”’ You never made that suggestion at all? 

Mr. Warcurer. No. I assumed maybe from time to time Mr. 
Schumacher had a lot of projects, he would be wanting me to do 
something for him, which I had done in the past, and | didn’t give 
him any of the money, as I say. 

Senator Munpr. In other words, you and Schumacher had been in 
on several transactions of this type before? 

Mr. Warcurer. No, not this type. 

Senator Munpr. Not exactly that type, but projects on which you 
had worked together? 

Mr. Warcutrer. No. I tried to get him some information. 

Senator Munpr. Down in Washington? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. Do you have a lot of contacts in Washington, 
Mr. Waechter? 

Mr. Warcuter. Nota lot. I have some. 

Senator Munpr. Who did you know down here besides the 
President? 

Mr. Warcuter. Well, I, of course, knew Hannegan, and Hannegan 
was acquainted with a lot of people. 

Senator Munptr. You knew Mr. Boyle, didn’t you? 

Mr. Warcuter. Oh, yes, before he ever came here. 

Senator Munpr. You knew him after he came here, too? 

Mr. Warcurer. I don’t think I had Mr. Boyle, ever asked Mr. 
Boyle to do one thing for me. 

Senator Munpr. But you knew him? 

Mr. Warcuter. Oh, yes, very well; used to dine with him every 
now and then. 

Senator Munpt. Baker said you knew the President. Is that 
correct? Did you know the President? 
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Mr. Warecuter. That’s right. I was active in Missouri politics all 
my life, and that is how I met him. 

Senator Munpt. Do you know James Finnegan? 

Mr. WarcuTer. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. You know him the same way, I suppose, in 
politics? 

Mr. Warcuter. No. I knew him as a boy before he got mixed up 
in politics. 

Senator Munpr. You still knew him after he got mixed up with 
them? 

Mr. Warcuter. Qh, yes. 

Senator Munpr. The same team, generally speaking? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right, the same club, all Democrats, New 
Dealers or Old Dealers. 

Senator Munpr. All belong to the same club? 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s right. 

Senator Nrxon. I would say you were fast dealers. 

Senator Munpr. I am a little bit curious about where you got this 
check. There is a conflict in the testimony. You say you did not 
get it at the Racquet Club, that Mr. Schumacher had given you the 
check before? 

Mr. Warcuter. I had it before. 

Senator Munpr. Where did he give it to you? 

Mr. Warcurer. He gave it to me at the office. 

Senator Munpr. At your office? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator Munpr. In the presence of Mr. Baker or by yourself? 

Mr. Warcuter. No, by myself. 

Senator Munpr. Then Mr. Baker’s testimony was completely false 
yesterday? 

Mr. Warcutrer. No, I think he is mistaken. 

Senator Munpvr. That’s right. Jam not saying it was intentionally 
false. 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator Munpr. It was false. 

Mr. Warcurer. That is the day he handed me the letter. 

Senator Munpr. In other words, he did not hand it to you in the 
presence of Mr. Baker, as Mr. Baker testified? 

Mr. Warcurer. No. I think he is mistaken about it. 

Senator Munpr. You heard the testimony? 

Mr. Wascurer. I heard it, yes, sir, absolutely. 

Senator Munpr. And your statement is that his memory failed him, 
that he was wrong? 

Mr. Warcuter. I think he is mistaken. I had the check. It 
wasn’t handed to me that day. 

Senator Munpr. Did he ever display it among you that day at tbe 
Racquet Club? 

Mr. Warcuter. No, sir. 

Senator Munpr. You had it tucked away in your billfold? 

Mr. Warcurer. Sir? 

Senator Munpr. You had it tucked away in your billfold? 

Mr. Warcuter. No, I had it in my inside pocket. 

Senator McCLe.LuaN. At this point let me place in the record as 
exhibit 4 the letter of July 8, or rather memorandum dated July 8, 
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1949, from James E. McCormack to John J. Joss, general counsel. I 
overlooked placing that in the record a while ago. 

(The memorandum referred to was marked as exhibit No. 4, and 
will be found in the appendix on p. 91.) 

Senator Munpr. I want to mention one other member of the club. 
Do you know Cecil Green? 

Mr. Warcurrer. Yes. He is some kind of relation, I think, of 
Mr. Boyle’s. I knew him in Kansas City. 

Senator Munpr. Did he help any way in this deal? 

Mr. Warcuter. No, I don’t think he ever knew anything about it. 
If he did, I never discussed it. 

Senator Munpr. What relation is Green to Boyle, do you remem- 
ber? 

Mr. Warcuter. I don’t know. I think there is some kind of an 
intermarriage some place, but I don’t know exactly. 

Senator Nrxon. Just Missouri cousins. 

Mr. Warcurer. Well, you might put it that way. They were 
both in polities in Kansas City. 

Senator McCieiian. Any further questions? 

Mr. Fuanacan. Mr. Waechter, did you declare this entire $25,000 
fee in your 1949 income tax? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes sir. 

Senator McCLeLian. I notice we have a copy of your income tax 
here. I notice that your gross income from fees in that year was con- 
siderably more than the $25,000, but you have no breakdown of the 
fees. 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s right. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. In your income tax. 

Mr. Warcurer. Just followed the same custom I have for years. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Now, you testify that the $25,000 was included in 
this fee which appears in vour 1949 income? 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator Nrxon. Incidentally, in that connection it should be 
pointed out that it is perfectly legal for him to file the total amount 
of fees in that way. It wouldn't necessarily appear as individual fees. 

Mr. Warcurer. That is the practice I had gone through the years 
with the Treasury Department and they never objected to it. 

Mr. Fuanacan. I understand that the law is, Senator, that a lawyer 
can file his total fees, but he must have available for examination upon 
request a breakdown of what those fees are. 

Senator Nixon. I simply meant that it did not necessarily have to 
be. 

Mr. Warcurer. That is right. 

Mr. FianacGan. In 1949 did you have any other active bank ac- 
count other than with the Mississippi Valley Trust Co. of St. Louis? 

Mr. Warcuter. No, sir. 

Mr. FuanaGan. In examining your account, Mr. Waechter, we 
find that between June of 1949 and the end of the year, December, 
1949, that you withdrew to yourself or to cash some $11,500, and I] 
would like to ask you about these various checks and what you did 
with this cash. 

Senator Nixon. Before you go into that matter, may I ask this: 
Do I understand that you have testified that this was not the only 
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case that you have handled involving Government cases? Is that 
right? 

Mr. Waercnter. That is right. 

Senator Nrxon. You handled other cases involving Government 
cases? 

Mr. Warcurter. That’s right. 

Senator Nrxon. Could you give us an idea with which agencies you 
have handled cases? 

Mr. Warcuter. Oh, the Department of Agriculture. 

Senator Munpt. What kind of case was that, Mr. Waechter? 

Mr. Warcuter. That was the case where it involved a shipment 
of some bananas that the seller made a complaint that he did not 
receive what he should have received. 

Senator Nrxon. Let me ask you this: The De ‘partment of Agri- 
culture is one. Is this a major part of your practice? The reason 
1 ask that, if you recall, Mr. Baker said that Mr. Schumacher sug- 
gested he come to you. 

Mr. Warcurer. That's right. 

Senator Nixon. Because he considered you to be an expert in that 
field dealing with Government agencies, and I just wondered if that 
was a major part of your practice or if he was under illusion in that. 

Mr. Warcutrer. No; 1 would say in recent years it has been. 

Senator Nixon. Now, in the past 5 years you would say, then, 
that you have had 2 number of cases with Government agencies? 

Mr. Wascuter. That’s right. 

Senator Nixon. In any of those cases have you split fees with 
anybody other than Schumacher? 

Mr. Warcurter. No. 

Senator Nrxon. Never split with Mr. Hannegan, Schumacher, or 
anybody else? 

Mr. Warcnter. No. 

Senator Nixon. Have you ever made any gift, any loan, or given 
anything of value to anybody in a Government agency’ 

Mr. Warecuter. Never did and never was asked to. 

Senator Nrxon. Going to these other cases, were any of them, going 
back, we will say, over the past 5 year’: did you have any of them 
which equaled this fee in amount? 

Mr. Warcuter. No. 

Senator Nrxon. Did you have any of them in excess of $10,000? 

Mr. Warcurer. I will have to modify that. There was one fee, 
one equalled this fee. 

Senator Nrxon. Will you tell us about that case? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes. I am trying to think of the name. Well, 
anyway, it is an insurance company, the George Rogers Clark Insur- 
ance Co. 

Senator Nixon. Was that a Government case? 

Mr. Warcuter. They were accused, and all their agents—it is a 
health and accident policy—a lot of complaints about their adver- 
tising, and they were accused of using the mails to defraud. 

Senator Nrxon. When was that “approximately, Mr. Waechter, 
what year, the year of that case? 

Mr. WArEcuTER. 1946. 


Senator Nrxon. 1946. Are you general counsel for that company? 


Mr. WarcutTer. No. 
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Senator Nixon. How did that case come to you? 

Mr. Warcuter. The actuary, a man named Tressle, knew of me 
through my connection with some insurance litigation in St. Louis 
vears before. 

Senator Nixon. Then you handled that case in Washington, did 
you? 

Mr. Warcuter. Washington, and Chicago in the Federal court. 

Senator Nrxon. What was the amount of your fee? 

Mr. Warcurer. It aggregated $25,000. 

Senator Munpr. It was handled before the Justice Department? 

Mr. Warcuter. No. The Post Office Department. 

Senator Munpr. Was that at the time Mr. Hannegan was Post- 
master General? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nixon. Did you discuss that case with Mr. Hannegan? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes, and he turned me over to a counsel named 
Delaney. 

Senator Nrxon. How was the case resolved? 

Mr. Warcurer. It was resolved that the company had to write 
each policyholder letters explaining the terms and conditions of the 
various contracts. 

Senator Nixon. What happened to the criminal penalties? 

Mr. Warcurer. It was dismissed, 

Senator Nrxon. Those were all dismissed. In other words, the 
case was resolved in favor of vour clients? 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s right. And later on I think they cited a 
number of insurance companies for the same reason. 

Senator Nixon. Was that a contingent fee? 

Mr. Warcurer. No, sir. 

Senator Nixon. When was the fee agreed upon? Did you bill 
them at the conclusion of the work or did vou tell them at the outset 
t would be $25,000? 

Mr. Warcurer. I told them that I thought it would require a lot 
of time and effort, and they gave me, I think, $10,000 on account, 
and the balance when the matter was concluded. 

Senator Nixon. And the balance? 

Mr. Warcurer. When the matter was concluded. 

Senator Nixon. Can you name any other case of a substantial 
amount during that 5-year period, 1 mean with the Government? [ 
am not interested in your private business. 

Mr. Warcuter. No. 

Senator Nixon. I am just curious as to how you built up this 
reputation which would allow you to get a $25,000 fee for doing 
nothing, and that is why I wondered. 

Mr. Warcurer. I don’t know. 

Senator Nrxon. Let me ask you this: Did you have any other 
cases over this 5-year period with a Government agency in which 
vou had a fee of $5,000 or more? 

Mr. Warcurer. Oh, yes. 

Senator Nrxon. Name some of those, if you will, please. 

Mr. Warcuter. I represented the Ramsey Corp. 

Senator Nrxon. What was that case? 

Mr. Warcutrer. They were involved in one of these New York 
University affairs, and they had transferred their property to New 
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York University and thought they were tax-exempt under the pro- 
vision that was then in the law. 

Senator Nixon. What year was that, Mr. Waechter, do you recall, 
to the best of your recollection? 

Mr. Warcurer. I think it began in 1949. 

Senator Nrxon. Are you general counsel for that company? 

Mr. Warcuter. No, sir. 

Senator Nrxon. How did that case come to you? 

Mr. Warcurer. As I understood——— 

Senator Nrxon. This was with the Internal Revenue Department? 

Mr. Warcuter. Yes. Nothing was ever done about it. They 
finally had to sell out to somebody else. 

Senator Nixon. How did the case come to you? Who referred it 
to you? 

Mr. Warcuter. I couldn’t tell you exactly how it came to me, ex- 
cepting that Mr. Fox, who is the treasurer of the concern, was an old 
acquaintance of mine, and he came over. 

He called me one day and said he would like to come over and see 
me, and he brought the other officers, two Ramsey brothers and a 
man named—well, anyway, there were three officers of the company. 

Senator Nrxon. Your fee was $5,000? 

Mr. Warcurer. That was in the beginning. 

Senator Nrxon. How much did you get altogether? 

Mr. Warcurer. No, that $5,000 was for when they had paid all 
the earnings to New York University. The Department ruled that 
they didn’t come within the provisions that would make them tax 
exempt, and then the Government demanded four or five hundred 
thousand dollars’ worth of taxes. 

Senator Nrxon. What did you do in this case? I am just curious, 
Did you prepare the documents, the briefs, and everything? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes. 

Senator Nrxon. You did it yourse ‘lf? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. I think you testified that you lost that case as 
far as your clients were concerned? 

Mr. Warcuter. Well, here is the way it happened. The Depart- 
ment wanted to know if they could buy it back and how it would be 
taxwise, and after several trips they said the only thing you can do 
is sell that to somebody else. 

Senator Nrxon. I don’t want to belabor this line of questioning, 
but I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, I would like counsel to question 
Mr. Waechter further on these various cases to see whether or not 
there is any pattern developing of this type of case. In other words, 
I don’t want to take the committee’s time in going into matters 
which counsel hasn’t gone into, but you see what Tam driving at. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. While you are on this, I am interested in learn- 
ing whether or not the Government held that Ramsey Bros. 
could not engage in a commercial enterprise and turn their profits 
over to New York University, thereby making it tax-exempt. 

Mr. Warcuter. That is right. 

Senator Munpr. The Government held they could not do that? 

Mr. Waercuter. And a year or so later, after they had given all 
the earnings to New York University, they held that they did not 
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come under the provisions of the law and that they would have to 
pay the taxes, and their contract with New York University didn’t 
have any provision after taxes. They just got all the earnings, and 
New York University wouldn’t give them the money back. 

Senator Munpr. The reason I asked that, Mr. Flanagan, I think 
you should examine that case in relationship to the China International 
Foundation. It seems rather analogous where the same claims for tax 
exemption are being made while engaging in a strictly commercial 
enterprise. 

Mr. Warcuter. They absolutely, the Government, turned it down, 
and the Ramseys then, of course, the fellow says, ‘‘We are caught in 
the middle.”” They expected to get paid, under that arrangement, if 
you are familiar with those arrangements, back. 

Senator Munpr. This committee—with the witness claiming tax 
exemption and a strictly commercial operation, I thought there was 
some analogy. 

Mr. Warcurer. That’s right. 

Senator Horny. Any further questions? 

Mr. Fuanacan. Mr. Waechter, as I indicated a few moments ago 
in examining your bank account in the Mississippi Valley Trust Co. 
we find 14 checks drawn between June and December of 1949 either 
to yourself or to cash. 

In each case you got cash for the check, totaling $11,500. Did any 
part of this $11,500, either directly or indirec tly, ro to aeneny in 
connection with the ispos al of this property a 

Mr. Warcurer. No, si 

Mr. FLANAGAN. We won’t ask you about all —— checks, but some 
of the large ones. I have here a check dated June 1, 1949, pavable 
to yourself, in the amount of $3,500, endorsed by yourself and cashed. 
What did you use that cash for? 

Mr. Warcater. Oh, I don’t know. It was getting to be summer- 
time and I had to make trips. 1 think I went up to Chicago to the 
races, things like that, but it was used either by myself or my family. 

Senator Nrxon. Was it customary for you to draw out 
substantial sum in cash? 

Mr. Warcurer. Yes. I will tell vou the reason, Senator. My 
office is about 5 miles from the bank, and the banks close at 2 o’clock. 
Every once in a while I would be called upon to leave town, and I 
would want available cash, and I used to keep it there. 

Mr. FruanaGan. I have another check here dated June 14 in the 
amount of $1,000, made out to “Cash,” not endorsed at all but it was 
cashed at your bank. Do you recall what that June 14 check in the 
amount of $1,000 was for? 

Mr. Warcurer. No, I wouldn’t. 

Mr. FLanaGan. Was it just for 

Mr. Warcurer. My personal use. 

Mr. FLtanaGan. Personal expenses? 

Mr. Warcnurter. That’s right. 

Mr. FuanaGan. I have a check here dated October 12, 1949, in the 
amount of $2,500, made out to yourself and endorsed by yourself and 
cashed. Do you know for what purpose that check, the $2,500 check 
in October, was used? 

Mr. Warcuter. No, except my personal uses. I know at that time, 
as I told Mr. Sheridan, I was contemplating some trips, and I think 
I did come to Washington and went to Chicago. 
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Senator Munpr. You did not hire a special train, did you? That is 
a lot of money 

Mr. Warcutrer. No; but by the time you pay train fare, and so 
forth, it’s four or five hundred dollars. It don’t take long when you 
make a couple of trips to eat up the money. 

Mr. Fianacan. I have here a check dated December 19, 1949, 
payable to yourself in the amount of $2,000 and endorsed by yourself 
and cashed. Do you know what you wanted that $2,000 for? 

Mr. Warcurer. That was around Christmastime. I guess it was 
for Christmas presents for the house and family. That’s the only 
explanation I can give of it. 

Mr. Fianacan. And this totals in a period of 6 months $11,500 
that you took out in cash? 

Mr. Warcuter. That’s right. 

Mr. FianaGan. Is that a normal amount of cash for you to take 
out in that period of time? 

Mir. Warcutrser, No; it is an unusual amount. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Is there any explanation why you took out so much 
cash in that period? 

Mr. Warcurrr. No. I think I probably had some on hand the 
following year. I think if you will look at the following year, I don’t 
think I cashed any money until spring. 

Mr. FranaGan. Where did you keep all this cash? 

Mr. Warcurer. In my office. 

Mr. FLANAGAN, In your office? 

Mr. Warcurer, Yes. 

Mr. FuanaGan. I have no further questions at this time. 

Senator Horny. Any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Senator Horny. Thank vou, Mr. Waechter. 

Lee Schumacher. Mr. Schumacher, will you hold up your right 
hand, please, sir. 

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony which you give in this 
hearing shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, 
so help vou God? 

Mr. Scpumacuer. I do. 

Senator Hony. Have aseat. Will you give your name, address, and 
business to the reporter. 


TESTIMONY OF LEE B. SCHUMACHER, ACCOMPANIED BY ROBERT 
J. HAWKINS, ATTORNEY AT LAW 


Mr, Scuumacuer. L. B. Schumacher, 4 Norbrook Lane, Kirk- 
wood, Mo. 

Senator Horny. State your business. 

Mr. ScuoumacHer. Well, at the present time I am not doing any- 
thing. 

Senator Hory. Is the gentleman with you your attorney? 

Mr. ScouMAcHER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hory. Would you please give your name? 


Mr. Hawkins. My name is Robe tt Hawkins. I am in Washington, 


Senator Horny. Attorney at law in Washington? 
Mr. Hawkins. Yes, sir. 


Senator Horny. Did you say you are not in business at the present 


time? 
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Mr. Scuumacuer. That is correct. 

Senator Horny. What business were you engaged in at the time of 
the transaction? 

Mr. ScnumacueEr. I was president of the Pre-Cast Slab & Tile Co 
in St. Louis. 

Senator Hory. How long were you in that capacity? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. Oh, for a period of about 10 years. It was my 
own company. 

Senator Hory. When did you go out of business? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. Well, | partially sold out part of my stock tn 
1950. 1951 it was. 

Senator Hory. Have you closed it out entirely now? 

Mr. Scoumacuer. No. The company is still in operation. 

Senator Hory. Have you ceased to be connected with it? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. That is correct. 

Senator Horny. When was that? 

Mr. Scuoumacuer. Other than owning some stock, and so forth. 

Senator Horny. When did you cease activity? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. In January of 1951. 

Senator Horny. Mr. Flanagan, you may proceed with the exami- 
nation. 

Mr. FLanaGan. Mr. Schumacher, when did you first become ac- 
quainted with Mr. James Waechter? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. Oh, I would say about 1945. I knew him to 
speak to before then. The first time I ever contacted him—— 

Mr. FLANAGAN. In 1949, early 1949, did you believe that Mr. 
Waechter was an attorney in St. Louis who had political influence? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. | refuse to answer because my answers might 
tend to incriminate me in this case. 

Mr. Fuanacan. When did you first confer with Mr. Baker or any 
other representative of the J. D. Streett Co. concerning their efforts 
to acquire the surplus property at Jefferson Barracks, Mo.? 

Mr. Scoumacuer. I refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

Mr. FranaGcan. On the grounds that your answer might tend to 
incriminate vou? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. That is correct. 

Mr. FranaGan. Did you advise Mr. Baker that if he wanted to get 
this property at Jefferson Barracks, he would have to hire some attor- 
nev with influence? 

Mr. ScuuMacuer. I refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Did vou in fact suggest to Mr. Baker that he hire 
James A. Waechter as an attorney in this case? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. I refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

Mr. FranaGan. Did you arrange with Mr. Waechter or with anv- 
body else that a fee of $25,000 would have to be paid if they desired 
the services of Mr. Waechter in this case? 

Mr. Scoumacuer. I refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

Mr. FranaGan. Did you discuss this case in the summer of 1949 
with Congressman Raymond Karst, of St. Louis? 

Mr. ScuuMacu_Er. I refuse to answer that on the same grounds. 

Mr. FLanaGan. It has been developed here in the testimony this 
morning that you allegedly arranged or were a go-between in a loan 
of some $4,500 between Mr. Waechter and ex-Congressman Karst. 
Did you in fact handle such payment between Waechter and Karst? 
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Mr. Scuumacuer. I refuse to answer on the same ground, 

Senator Munprt. Did you keep some of that money for yourself? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. I refuse to answer on the same ground. 

Senator Munpt. On what ground? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. It might intend to incriminate me. 

Senator Munpt. In other words, you refuse to say whether or not 
you gave any of that money to Karst or whether you kept it as your 
share of this fee, on the ground that it might incriminate you? 

Mr. ScuumacueEr. I refuse to answer on the grounds that the answer 
might tend to incriminate me. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Did you accept a $25,000 check dated June 10, 
1949, from Mr. Baker for delivery to Mr. Waechter? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. I refuse to answer on the same ground. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Did you hold that $25,000 check in escrow be- 
tween June and September? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. I refuse to answer on the same ground. 

Mr. FuanaGan. When did you in fact deliver that check to Mr. 
Waechter? 

Mr. ScuuMacuer. I refuse to answer on the same ground, 

Mr. Fuanacan. To your knowledge, was there any arrangement 
between yourself or Mr. Waechter and Congressman Karst whereby 
Karst would be paid any part of this fee? 

Mr. ScouMacuer. I refuse to answer that on the same grounds, 

Mr. FuanaGan. Did you in fact deliver that $25,000 check to 
Mr. Waechter sometime in September 1949? 

Mr. ScuouMaAcueER. I refuse to answer on the same ground. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. Will you answer any questions pertinent to the in- 
quiry before this committee today? 

Mr. Scuumacuenr. I refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

Mr. FLanaGan. In other words, you refuse to answer any question 
in connection with this inquiry on the grounds that your answer 
might tend to incriminate you? 

Mr. ScHuMacHER. That is correct. 

Mr. Fianacan. You are presentlyJunder indictment by a Federal 
grand jury in St. Louis in connection with the Finnegan case, on the 
erounds of perjury; are you not? 

Mr. Scoumacuer. That is correct. 

Mr. Fianaaan. Is that case now pending? 

Mr. ScHuMacHeERr. Yes. 

Mr. Fuanaaan. | have oo further questions. 

Senator McCLe.ian. When did you decide that if you gave truth- 
ful answers to questions that might ‘be asked you concerning this case, 
that you might incriminate yourself? 

Mr. Scnumacuer. I didn’t decide it. 

Senator McC.Letian. Who decided it for you? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. My attorney. 

Senator McCLe._ian. When was the decision made that you better 
not answer any questions here on the grounds it might incriminate 
you? 

Mr. Hawkins. Senator, I have here a letter-——— 

Senator McCLe.ian. Just almoment. Let the;witness answer or 
refuse to answer. 

Mr. Hawkins. Answer the question, if you know, 
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Mr. ScnhumMacHer. It was in connection with my attorney in St. 
Louis prior to April the 18th. 

Senator McCLe.uan. Prior to April 18, this year? 

Mr. ScuumacHer. Yes. 

Senator McCietian. As I understand you, then, you decline to be 
of any assistance to the committee in ascertaining the truth and the 
circumstances of the transaction that is now under consideration? 

Mr. Scoumacuer. Yes. 

Senator McC.Letian. Do you mind answering some questions re- 
garding some other transactions? 

Mr. Scpumacuer. Not necessarily. 

Senator McCLe.tan. What other transactions have you had with 
the attorney who just testified, Mr. Waechter? How long have you 
been having transactions with him? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. Well, I never had any particular transactions 
with him. I have asked him on several occasions when he came to 
Washington to get some information for me. 

l asked him to get some information in connection with this steel 
case, and several years ago before this particular question ever came 
up, Mr. Waechter called me on the telephone in my plant. 

It seems as though he was interested either directly or indirectly 
with a pipe-fitting company in St. Louis, and due to my previous 
affiliations with the various steel companies in which I was employed, 
he asked me if I could get them, if there was any possibility that I 
could work out some negotiations to get some of the steel companies 
to furnish him pipe so that they could operate. 

Senator McCLe_tan. What year was that? 

Mr. Scnumacuer. I think that was about ’47 or ’48. Now, I am 
not sure. It was when there was a scarcity of steel. 

Senator McCLEeLuAN. ’47 and 748? 

Mr. Scnuumacuer. | just couldn’t tell you what year it was. It 
was before 1949. 

Senator McCietutan. Were you able to perform any services for 
him in that connection? 

Mr. ScHuMACHER. Sir? 

Senator McCieLuan. Were you able to perform any services for 
him? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. Yes; I was able to make two contacts for him. 
One with Jones & Laughlin and the other with Laclede Steel Co. 

Senator McC.Letian. What other cases besides this one with the 
Streett Co. have vou ever referred to Mr. Waechter? 

Mr. ScuumMacuer. None. 

Senator McCLetuan. Have you ever sent him any clients before 
that? 

Mr. Scnumacuer. No, sir. 

Senator McC.e.tian. This was the first time you had ever sent 
him a client? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. I refuse to answer that on the basis that it 
might tend to incriminate me. 

Senator McCieuian. You think that might incriminate you. You 
don’t want to answer it? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. That is correct. 

Senator McCLe.ian. Have you sent him any since? 

Mr. ScouMaAcHER. I refuse to answer that, too. 
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Senator McCLe.uan., Sir? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. I refuse to answer that question, too. 

Senator McC.LeLuan. You don’t want to answer as to what has 
happened since nor before. How long have you known Mr. Baker? 

Mr. ScpumacHer. Well, we went to school together. 

Senator McCLe.tian. You went to school together? 

Mr. ScuumacuHErR. Yes; grade school and grammar school and high 
school. 

Senator McC.Le.Lian. Have you had business contacts with him 
in the intervening years? 

Mr. ScouMacHER. Oh, some. I used to give him some oil business 
when I had my company. 

Senator McCLe.uan. Oil business? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. Yes. You see, they have the J. D. Streett Co. 
which is the Zephyr Petroleum Co., I believe it is. 

Senator McCLeLLan. You mean you purchased some oil from his 
company? 

Mr. ScuumacHEr. That is correct. 

Senator McCLe.Luian. Have you ever had any other transactions 
with him, any business relations? 

Mr. ScouMacHER. No. 

Senator McCueiian. There is no partnership or no association in 
his business in any way? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. No, sir. 

Senator McCuLetuan. There have been no relations other than 
your being a customer of his company? 

Mr. Scnumacuer. No, I think that’s all. 

Senator McCuievuan. Did he seek your help in this case or did 
you ,o to him and offer to assist him? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. I refuse to answer on the grounds that it might 
tend to incriminate me. 

Senator McCLe.tian. You don’t want to tell us how the contact 
was made? 

Mr. ScuvumacHer. No, sir. 

Senator McCLeLian. You don’t want to tell us any representations 
you made to him regarding the attorney that you selected? 

Mr. Scuoumacuer. No, sir. 

Senator McCLeLuan. You don’t want to tell that? 

Mr. ScouMAcHER. No, sir. 

Senator McCLe.uan. I have no further questions. 

Senator Hory. Any questions, Senator? 

Senator Munpr. How long have you known Mr. Murch? 

Mr. ScHuMAcHER. Well, also from my school days. 

Senator Munpr. Have you had continuing contacts with him since 
then or just during school? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. Oh, we have had continuing contacts for quite 
a number of years. 

Senator Munpr. Can you talk a little louder? 

Mr. ScHuMACHER. We have had quite a few contacts for years. 

Senator Munpr. Do you have any idea why Mr. Murch should 
have recommended you to Mr. Baker? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. I refuse to answer that. 

Senator Munpt. Have you made a practice of contacting Govern- 
ment officials on transactions of this kind? 
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Mr. ScuuMacHer. I refuse to answer that question. 

Senator Munpr. I can’t hear you. 

Mr. Scoumacuer. I refuse to answer that question on the same 
grounds. 

Senator Munpr. If you refuse to answer on the same grounds, you 
will have to cover what those grounds are, for this reason 

Mr. ScoumMacuHer. On the same grounds that my answers might 
tend to incriminate me under the fifth amendment. 

Senator Munpr. I don’t want you to incriminate yourself. I don’t 
want you to get yourself in any trouble. If you engaged in dealings 
with Government officials that might incriminate you, you don’t 
have to answer. You can say so for that reason, but I want to know 
why. 

Mr. ScoumMacuer. That is the reason. 

Senator Munpr. My question is this: Have vou made a practice 
of contacting Government officials in Washington in connection with 
transactions of this type? 

Mr. ScHUMACHER. No. 

Senator Munpr. Have you ever contacted any Government 
officials in Washington on transactions of this type? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. No, I don’t believe I have; no. 

Senator Munprt. Is the answer ‘ No?” 

Mr. ScHuMACHER. No. 

Senator Munpr. Did you ever contact any Government officials in 
Washington on this particular transaction? 

Mr. Scuoumacuer. | refuse to answer that on the grounds it might 
tend to incriminate me, 

Senator Munpr. Do you know Jim Finnegan? 

Mr. ScouMACHER. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. Do you know William Boyle? 

Mr. ScHUMACHER. Yes. 

Senator Munpt. Do you know Merl Young? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. No. 

Senator Munpr. Do you know Mr. Nangle, Democratic National 
Committeman of Missouri? 

Mr. ScHuMACHER. Just to speak to him. 

Senator Munpr. Is the transaction on which you refuse to testify 
the only transaction in which you have ever come to Washington, 
that you did come to Washington on that, to appear before Govern- 
ment bodies and talk to Government officials in connection with any 
kind of transaction? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. I have been to Washington a great many times 
in connection with a good many transactions. 

Senator Munpr. You have? 

Mr. ScHuMACHER. Contracts. 

Senator Munpv. Involving clients of yours? 

Mr. Scuumacuer. I used to come down here many years when I 
was manager of sales of the steel companies. We used to do a lot of 
business with the Government when I was with the slab and tile 
company 

Senator Munpr. Which branch of the Government were you 
working with then? 

Mr. ScuumacHerR. The Army, the Navy, Maritime Commission. 


98467—52 6 
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Senator Munpr. You were down here as a salesman trying to sell 
products; is that right? 

Mr. ScnumacuHeEr. That is correct, that is what my contacts have 
all been 

Senator Munpr. Have you ever had any contact with the people 
in War Assets or General Services Administration? 

Mr. ScuoumacueEr. Only in connection with Nicaro Nickel. 

Senator Munpr. Nicaro Nickel. Is that War Assets or General 
Services Administration matters? 

Mr. ScouMAcHER. Both. 

Senator Munpt. Do you know Jess Larson? 

Mr. ScHuMACHER. I just met him once. 

Senator Munpr. That is all. 

Senator Hory. That is all, Mr. Schumacher. 

This committee always respects the constitutional rights of witnesses 
appearing before it, and will not undertake to have witnesses answer 
questions if the witness takes the position that those questions might 
tend to incriminate him. 

We think it is wise always to get all the facts in the case, but we 
think it is more important to maintain individual rights of the citizens, 
that they shall not be impinged upon or invaded by the committee. 

Therefore, we follow the policy always where a witness has reason- 
able grounds to believe, and asserts under oath, his answers might tend 
to incriminate him, we do not insist on his answering the questions. 

Mr. Hawkins. Mr. Chairman, is the witness permanently excused? 

Senator Hory. Yes, the witness is excused. He can wait to let the 
photographer take his pictures. 

Mr. ScoumacHer. It hurts my eyes. I don’t mind you taking my 
picture but I have weak eyes in that connection. 

Senator Hory. You may be excused. 

I will put in the record four checks given by Mr. Waechter, dated 
as shown on the checks, evidence about which has been offered. 
These will be marked “‘Exhibits Nos. 5 (a), (b), (ce), and (d).” 

(The checks referred to were marked ‘‘ Exhibits Nos. 5 (a), (b), (c), 
and (d),” and will be found in the appendix on pp. 92, 93, 94, and 95.) 

Senator Hory. This concludes the testimony of witnesses that have 
been subpenaed and the committee will adjourn until further notice. 

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject 
to the call of the Chair.) 
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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 30, 1952 


UniTEpD States SENATE, 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

Met, at 10 a. m., pursuant to Senate Resolution 251, agreed to 
January 24, 1952, Eighty-second Congress, second session, in room 
357, Senate Office Building, Senator Clyde R. Hoey (chairman of the 
permanent subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senator Clyde R. Hoey, of North Carolina (chairman of 
the permanent subcommittee). 

Also present: Francis D. Flanagan, chief counsel; Jerome S. Adler- 
man, assistant counsel; James Sheridan, investigator; and Ruth Young, 
clerk. 

Senator Hory. The committee will come to order, please. Last. 
week some reference was made to Mr. Karst in a certain connection, 
that he had transactions, then being under investigation. Mr. Karst. 
asked for the privilege of appearing before the committee to make a 
statement. We will be glad to hear from you, Mr. Karst. 

Mr. Karst has a prepared statement. You will be permitted, 
you prefer to do so, to read your statement without interruption, 
and then if we wish to ask you any questions about that we may 
do so. 

Mr. Karst, will you stand up and hold up your right hand? Do 
you solemnly swear that the testimony that you are to give in this 
hearing will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Karst. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF RAYMOND W. KARST, LAWYER, ST. LOUIS, MO. 


Senator Hory. Give the reporter your name and address, and 
vocation. 

Mr. Karst. My name is Raymond W. Karst. I am a lawyer and 
I live at 3673 Lafayette Avenue, St. Louis. 

Senator Horny. You may proceed with your statement Mr. Karst. 

Mr. Karst. May I, at this time—— 

Senator Hory. Just one moment. Is your attorney present? 

Mr. Karst. My attorney and associate in St. Louis is Mr. John 
Hasler. 

Senator Horny. He is present with you? 

Mr. Karsr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hory. You may proceed, Mr. Karst. 
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Mr. Karst. May I, at this time, take a few minutes to thank the 
committee for granting me this opportunity to appear before you for 
the purpose of assisting you in clarifying my participation in a series 
of events. I feel that this is necessar y inasmuch as the accounts, both 
in the newspapers and on the radio have been misconstrued and have 
resulted in inferences involving me where, in reality, I have had no 
part whatsoever. 

Since I have just filed again as a candidate for Congress, I feel more 
than ever that the record should be set straight once and for all. 
I am proud of my record in sincerely representing my constituents in 
the Eighty-first Congress and the suggestions raised before this com- 
mittee last week call for an answer. 

The property under discussion here last week lies in the district I 
represented, and I feel that I am the best qualified to describe my 
activities relative to the Jefferson Barracks question. I stand ready 
to explain my position in this matter, and the reasons for personal 
decisions made by me in purely personal affairs, which have been 
confused with decisions made by me as the Representative in Con- 
gress, which position was at the time, justified and honorable. 

‘To give vou a little of the background, gentlemen, when I was 
discharged from the Army, I ther ‘eafter opened an office for the general 
practice of law in Maplewood, which is in St. Louis County, Mo. 
| represented a manufacturer of small concrete products, and in this 
relationship I met Mr. Lee Schumacher, also of St. Louis County. 
This was about 1946. 

Mr. Schumacher at this time was owner of a concrete slab company. 
We had manufacturing problems in common, and [ came to know him 
fairly well. About 1948 I formed a corporation with one William 
Never, also of St. Louis County, known as the American Building & 
Contracting Co., Inc., in which we planned to construct a complete 
subdivision in St. Louis County of some 16 homes ranging in price of 
approximately $25,000 each. 

| placed an indebtedness on my own home which resulted in the 
securing of the acreage for this company, and we then proceeded under 
construction loans to finance the development. At this time I was 
the chairman of the St. Louis County Democratic Committee, and 
in the spring of 1948, I was induced to file for Congress from St. Louis 
County. 

After I was successful in August 1948, in the primary, I then began 
to devote almost all of my time, day and night, to the campaign. 
After my election in November 1948, | turned over all control and 
management of the company to my associate, Mr. Meyer, and virtually 
relinquished all connection therewith. Not so my obligations, how- 
ever, as | was continuously receiving calls for money to assist the 
company. 

In particular, the company was pressed for the payment of interest 
on the construction loans made by the Farm and Home Savings and 
Loan Association, which association refused to advance any additional 
ors I then realized it would be necessary to attempt to refinance 

he building project and sought the aid of Lee Schumacher in this 
i incing. 

It developed that it would be necessary to pay up a past due street 
paving bill of approximately $1,750 before refinancing, so that no 
liens would exist. I did not have the $1,750 available, and Schumacher 
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and I discussed it. After our discussion I decided to ask James A. 
Waechter, of St. Louis, whom we both knew, if he would lend the 
company the necessary sum. I asked him, and he agreed to lend it 
to the company if | would agree to guarantee the payment. 

I had known Mr. Waechter since | was a young man, and had bor- 
rowed money from him on several previous occasions as far back as 
1934. | returned to Washington immediately after that, and then 
heard from Mr. Meyer that Mr. Schumacher had brought bim the 
check and that he had paid off the paving bill. 

There remained the retirement of the interest on the construction 
loan in the approximate amount of $3,500, already past due. Our 
plan, as stated, was to pay this interest, refinance the loans, and 
thereby finish the houses already under construction, from which 
subsequent sales | hoped to realize back some of the money | had 
alrendy put into the project. 

Schumacher told me he was unable to lend me any money personal- 
ly, but told me that he could possibly arrange a loan for me at the St. 
Louis County National Bank, on which he agreed to act as an endorser. 
Accordingly, since I was in Washington at the time, my wife went to 
the said bank, and there signed a 90- ‘day note, under date of September 
26, 1949, for $3,500. This, ge ntlemen, is the note. This note was 
mailed to me and I signed it and returned it to the bank in St. Louis 
County. 

Later, Mr. Schumacher endorsed it, and I received $3,500. When 
I returned to St. Louis the next time in late November 1949, I used 
this money, and added some additional to it, totaling $3,817.25, to 
pay off the interest on the construction loan. This was November 
28,1949. This, gentlemen, is the receipt for that money. 

Senator Horny. We will put in the note as exhibit 6, and the rece ipt 
as exhibit 7. 

(The note and receipt referred to were received as exhibits 6 and 7 
and will be found in the appendix on pp. 96 and 97 

Mr. Karst. | saw Mr. Schumacher that same day and he told me 
what he had paid $1,000 on the $3,500 note at the bank for me. | 
thanked him and told him I[ would try to repay him as soon as I could; 
that meantime I hoped to be able to pay off a substantial amount on the 
note myself in a few weeks. He said not to worry about it, as the 
balance was not due until just after Christmas. 

When | returned for the Christmas holidays I made a payment of 
$1,250 on the note at the bank on December 20. Mr. Schumacher 
made the final payment on December 30, 1949. The total which he had 
paid for me was $2,250 principal and $47.95 interest. 

I did not learn until I returned to Washington, a week or so later, 
that it was Mr. Waechter who had given the money to Mr.Schumacher 
for the payments Schumacher had made on my bank loan. Mr. 
Schumacher himself told me this. 

Some time later I saw Mr. Waechter in Washington and I told him 
I would have to repay him in small amounts, as I did not have the 
money at that time. He agreed to wait. 

In late February 1950 I received a call from Mr. Waechter who was 
in Washington at the time, and he asked me if I could pay something 
on the loan. It was some kind of an emergency he said, and he asked 
me for about $500. I gave it to him in cash. Later, that spring 
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as I recall it best, I made two additional cash payments to him, one 
in Washington and one in St. Louis, for $300 and $250, respectively. 

Early in 1951 a my term in the Eighty-first Congress, I estab- 
lished an office in Washington for my “law practice. Mrs. Karst 
and [ discussed the balance of $3,000 I still owed Mr. Waechter many 
times, even though he did not press me for the money. In April 
1951 I had finally enough accumulated to pay him off and on April 
16, 1951, I mailed him my personal check from Washington for $3,000. 
This, gentlemen, is the check. 

Senator Hory. It will be marked “Exhibit 8.”’ 

(The check referred to was marked “Exhibit 8,’’ and will be found 
in the appendix on p. 98.) 

Mr. Karst. During this entire transaction I never knew that 
James A. Waechter was interested in the J. D. Streett & Co. purchase 
or any other transactions in Jefferson Barracks. Not until I read 
in the newspapers a short time ago did I know he had received a fee 
of $25,000 therein. 

Regarding the interest of Lee Schumacher in the Streett & Co. 
matter, he mentioned to me once, during our many conferences on 
my personal problems in the American Building & Contracting Co. 
business, that an antifreeze manufacturing company wanted to buy a 
warehouse building at Jefferson Barracks. This was in late April 
1949, to the best of my recollection. He asked me if I could help 
him. 

I explained to him my position and the work I had been doing with 
groups who were against subdividing Jefferson Barracks. I made it 
clear to him that I was opposed to it, and he never again brought up 
this matter to me. 

While I was chairman of the St. Louis County Democratic Com- 
mittee in 1948 I had supported the activities of those interested in 
preserving Jefferson Barracks as a national park and a memorial. 
I had participated myself in the early organization of the Jefferson 
Barracks National Park Committee. 

Our meetings were attended by some 100 organizations—veteran, 
civic, fraternal, political (both Democratic and Republican), as well 
as business groups. After my election, I continued to work with this 
committee through its officers, and they made me an honorary 
member of their board. I have secured a letterhead from the secre- 
tary of the Jefferson Barracks National Monument Committee in 
which my name appears as one of their organizers. 

Senator Horny. That will be received in the record as exhibit 9. 

(The letterhead referred to was received as exhibit 9, and will be 
found in the appendix on p. 99.) 

Mr. Karst. I met with them in St. Louis as well as in Washington. 
A proclamation was finally prepared and sent to me in Washington 
for submission to President Truman, setting aside the cemetery, 
parade grounds, veterans’ hospital, and the parkways as a monument 
to the servicemen who were inducted, trained, and mustered out from 
the barracks over a 120-year period in the Nation’s history. 

At this time I would like to submit correspondence that I have also 
received from the secretary-treasurer of the Jefferson Barracks 
National Monument Committee that I had written to them. My 
files have been destroyed in this matter because they were closed 
when I left Congress. This letter is dated—that I wrote—May 24, 
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1949. Also, an attached letter from the White House which indicated 
that the contact had been made with the White House on this matter. 

Senator Horny. That may be entered as exhibit 10. 

(The correspondence referred to was received as exhibit 10 and will 
be found in the appendix on p. 100.) 

Mr. Karst. I presented the proclamation to the President in June 
1949, which resulted in some four or five meetings between the Na- 
tional Park Service, the War Assets Administration (which later be- 
came the General Services Administration), and myself. The General 
Services Administration finally took control of the distribution of this 
area. 

During this time many private interests were attempting to acquire 
part of the parkways for housing projects. This I opposed 

Regarding Robert E. Hannegan’s interest in this matter, my only 
contact with him was when he phoned me approximately a month or 
so after Mr. Schumacher’s inquiry, which had been in April 1949, 
regarding the railroad property. He requested that 1 try to find out 
for him the status of a sale of a warehouse at Jefferson Barracks to 
some antifreeze company which purportedly was to handle antifreeze 
for the Army. 

I told Mr. Hannegan that I was opposed to any division of Jefferson 
Barracks and that I was at that very time working with the committee 
on a proclamation to submit to the President. Hannegan told me it 
was going to vo through in spite of any opposition from me, and that 
eventually 2,500 jobs would be open for residents in that area. | 
agreed a finally, to make an inquiry into the status of the pro- 
posed sale and then contacted Mr. Thomas Peyton, in Mr. Larson’s 
office, to find out what he might know about the purchase of the 
warehouse. 

Mr. Peyton brought a map to my office indicating that the property 
under discussion was not in the parkway area, but was orf the area 
and down on the railroad tracks. 

At this time I would like to submit for any explanation that might 
be necessary, a photostatic copy of a map that I recerved from the 
committee and which I had sent to them during our correspondence, 
showing the areas that were set out for the Veterans’ Administration, 
for the cemetery, and for the parkways and the parade ground area. 

Senator Horny. That will be placed in the record as exhibit 11. 

(The photostatic copy of the map referred to was received as exhibit 
11 and will be found in the appendix facing p. 100. 

Mr. Karsr. I would like to hold this temporarily so that I could 
explain where that area is when the time comes 

He told me he would contact Kansas City to ask the regional office 
about the status 1 had requested. 1 heard later from Kansas City 
that thev had already sent a representative to the barracks to check 
the appraisal. 

A few days later Hannegan again called me from St. Louis, and I 
told him of my findings, that the matter was in regular channels and 
that a man had been sent from Kansas City for checking into the 
appraisal. I never again discussed this matter with Mr. Hannegan. 

Thus gentlemen, it should be seen that my only activity, as has 
been pointed out, was first, with respect to Mr. Schumacher, to refuse 
to cooperate with him on his request to assist in the purchase; with 
Mr. Hannegan my only act was to inquire into the status of the sale, 
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which, evidently, had progressed quite far before I was ever asked to 
discover the status of the negotiations. 

As far as Mr. Waechter is concerned, at no time did I ever discuss 
the matter with him, nor did he inquire anything of me pertaining to 
Streett Co.’s purchase. 

With respect to the suggestion made before your committee that 
the amounts lent, either directly to the American Building & Con- 
tracting Co. at my request, by Mr. Waechter in September 1949, or 
indirectly, through Mr. Schumacher in November and December in 
paying my bank loan, whether these loans came from any part of Mr. 
Waechter’s fee from Streett & Co., that I have no way of knowing. 

As I have stated, I knew nothing of his fee until I read about it in 
the newspapers in 1952. Ido not know when he got the fee, but from 
the report of his testimony before this committee the $1,750 loan to 
the American Building & Contracting Co. on my behalf, which he 
made in September 1949, was prior to receiving the fee. 

Whether the $2,250 he advanced to Schumacher to pay on my bank 
note, all unknown to me at the time, came out of his fee, only Mr. 
Waechter knows the answer to this. 

Thank you. 

Senator Horny. Mr. Flanagan? Do you have any questions? 

Mr. FuanaGan. Mr. Karst, do we understand correctly from your 
testimony that in the spring of 1949, when you were in Congress, you 
were at that time interested in obtaining all of the Jefferson Barracks 
area as a national memorial or national park? 

Mr. Karsv. Yes, sir. As I tried to outline on this map, along the 
river front of Jefferson Barracks there is considerable bluffs, some 40 
or 50 feet that drop down to a railroad track, and then from a railroad 
track there is an area that goes into the river. The area that I was 
interested in preserving was the area above these bluffs. The area, 
as | understand, that Street purchased is an area of, I learned later, 
some 36 acres which went from the railroad tracks to the river down 
in an area of this nature, down in here. The area from here on over 
[indicating] was the area that we were trying to preserve and have 
made into a monumental grounds. 

The present status, as I have just recently learned, is that all of it 
is preserved, not all by the Government, however, but the parade 
grounds area is by the National Guard of Missouri. There is an area 
just west, I understand, taken over by St. Louis County for parkways. 
There is an area just north of the parade grounds that now I under- 
stand is owned by the city and they intend to build city hospitals out 
in there. 

Then just north of that is some more property preserved for the 
St. Louis County parkway. 

Mr. FLanaGaNn. In any event in the spring of 1949 your main 
interest in that Government-owned property was to obtain it for a 
national park or memorial, is that correct? 

Mr. Karsr. That is correct. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. You stated that Mr. Schumacher came to see you 
in April 1949. 

Mr. Karst. Yes. 

Mr. Fuanacan. At that time did he indicate who wanted this 
acreage below the bluff for the antifreeze plant? 
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Mr. Karst. Mr. Flanagan, I do not recall any names being men- 
tioned. They might have been. But I do recall that it was a ware- 
house for antifreeze. If they intended to manufacture antifreeze or 
if they intended to store it, I do not recall. But I do recall that he 
was interested in me assisting him in this purchase. 

Mr. Fianacan. Did Schumacher indicate to you what his interest 
in it was? 

Mr. Karst. No, sir, he did not, to my knowledge. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. Did you ask him what his interest was at that time? 

Mr. Karsr. I do not recall inquiring as to what his interest was 
init. No, siz 

Mr. Fuanacan. In any event, did you tell him that you would 
help him get the antifreeze plant in April? 

Mr. Karst. No. Contrary, I explained my position, which he 
later stated that he knew my position from the publicity that had 
gone in the papers regarding the fight to preserve this and to make it 
a monument. He said, “All right; forget about it.’ That was the 
last that I spoke to him about it. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Then the next one to come to you or express an 
interest on behalf of the company that desired to get the property for 
the antifreeze plant was Hannegan? 

Mr. Karsr. Yes, and I put that date somewhere in June. I think 
it was sometime after. When I look back at my tenure of office of 
2 years, it seems like a dream. It is just a very short time. ‘To try 
to place any particular month, | somewhat wonder if I can place the 
proper vears. I would say it was about a month later. It could have 
been in June or July. It was in the summer that I got this phone call 
from Mr. Hannegan asking me if 1 would look into the status 
explained to him the whole thing over again. 

His attitude was that it was going to go through in spite of my 
opposition and there was going to be 2,500 jobs pai on this area 
which would go the breadwinners down there in that neck of the woods 
that needed he Ip. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Did Hannegan tell you whom he was representing 
at that time? 

Mr. Karst. The name du Pont came into my knowledge. I do 
not recall if it could have been Mr. Schumacher or it could have been 
Hannegan that gave me the idea that du Pont was trying to purchase 
this property. That was my 

Mr. Franacan. Did Mr. Hannegan or anybody else in the summer 
of 1949 indicate that Mr. Waechter had any interest, directly or 
indirectly, with this piece of property? 

Mr. Karst. No; definitely not. I had seen Mr. Waechter on 
numerous occasions. At no time did he mention it. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. I gather again from your statement—and I want 
to know if this is correct—that after you talked with Hannegan you 
were then convinced that this little piece of 30 acres that were wanted 
for the plant would not interfere with the memorial park that you 
were also interested in. Is that correct? 

w Mr. Karst. That would be partly right, Mr. Flanagan. I did 
not know exactly where that area was until after I had consulted 
Mr. Peyton. Mr. Peyton brought over this enormous map that 
covered the complete top of my desk. That was not the first time 
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he had been over to my office. He had been over there five or six 
times. We had been discussing this area. He showed me where 
this area was down there. 

Mr. FLanaGan. Is that the reason that you then communicated 
with GSA and asked them to inform you as to the status of the request 
for this 30 acres? 

Mr. Karst. It was not done exactly like you mention, Mr. Flan- 
agan. During our conversation Mr. Peyton asked me if I knew 
anyone in Kansas City, as that was the area that handled sales of 
that nature. I told him “No.” I did not know anybody there. 
He said “I will contact Kansas City for you and have them talk to 
vou directly.” 

They called me, and at that time I learned that they had already 
sent somebody down to Jefferson Barracks to check the appraisal on 
the property concerned. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. You indicate in your statement here that sometime 
in the latter part of the summer of 1949 you became involved in some 
personal financial difficulties in connection with a building project. 
Mr. Karst. That was in 1948. 

Mr. FuanaGan. You became involved in the difficulties in 1949, 
I believe. 

Mr. Karst. Yes. 

Mr. Franaaan. And that you went to Mr. Schumacher to have 
him help you out? 

Mr. Karst. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FLuanaGan. What did you request of Schumacher at that time? 
You needed $1,750 

Mr. Karst. Yes. 

Mr. FLANAGAN (continuing). According to your statement, to pay 
off some paving bills. 

Mr. Karst. Thatisright. Mr. Schumacher was very well informed 
as to the financial set-up of this company. I had discussed it with 
him on a number of times. He knew that this paving bill had to be 
paid. He knew that we had to refinance the construction loans because 
the construction-loan company would not advance any more money, 
because during the time I was campaigning and during the particular 
time I could not give full time to this. The housing did not progress 
as fast as they should have. Therefore, we did not sell them, and we 
were not able to pay back to the construction company on it. No 
payments had been made; I mean, to the construction-loan company. 

Mr. FranaGan. What I am trying to get down to: When you first 

went to Schumacher and told him you needed $1,750 to pay off this 
paving bill, did he say he would get you the money or did he refer you 
to Waechter, or what did he say? 
Mr. Karst. He said he did not have it available. I cannot recall 
now if he suggested Waechter or if 1 suggested Waechter. But I 
called Waechter and asked him if he could lend the company the 
money on this paving bill, and he said he would try to help me out, 
but he wanted to know if 1 would guarantee it, if I were the one to 
pay it back, and I said ‘‘Yes.”’ 

Mr. FLANAGAN. How long after you got the $1,750 did you have this 
discussion with Waechter? 

Mr. Karst. It would be hard to say. I think it was a matter of 
weeks. 
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Mr. FLanaGan. Iu order that we place that time, notice our exhibit 
3 from last week. The first part of it is a check in the amount of 
$1,750 dated September 16. So, you then place your conversation 
with Waechter some 2 or 3 weeks prior to that? 

Mr. Karst. The early part of September; yes, sir. 

Mr. Fuanaacan. At that time did Waechter indicate to you or did 
you know that he had any interest whatsoever in this piece of property? 

Mr. Karsr. He never indicated and I did not know. 

Mr. Franacan. Then, how was the money paid to you? 

Mr. Karst. The money, the exact amount that we needed, was in 
doubt in my mind; so, when Mr. Schumacher went to St. Louis, he 
contacted Mr. Meyer, I believe, and 

Mr. Furanacan. Mr. Meyer is your partner? 

Mr. Karst. Mr. Meyer was a partner—M-e-y-e-r. ‘Then he made 
the arrangements with Mr. Waechter to pick up the check and give it 
to Mr. Meye r. I never did see the check. 

Mr. FLanaGan. I show you this check dated September 16 in the 
amount of $1,750, signed by Waechter, with an endorsement on the 
back which we could not figure out last week. Will you look at that 
endorsement and see if you can identify it [handing]? 

Mr. Kanrsr. Yes; that is Mr. Meyer's signature. 

Mr. FranaGan. What is his first name? 

Mr. Karst. William M. Meyer. ‘The only letters that are dis- 
tinctive are ‘‘e-y’’ at the end. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. You know that signature? 

Mr. Karsr. Yes; I know his signature. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Was that $1,750 used to pay off this paving bill? 

Mr. Karst. I am quite sure that it was, because Mr. Mever told 
me that the bill had been paid off. 

Mr. Franacan, At the time you borrowed this money from Waech- 
ter or arranged to borrow it, was there any evidence of the debt, a 
note or other evidence of the debt? 

Mr. Karst. To Mr. Waechter? 

Mr. FLANAGAN. Yes. 

Mr. Karst. No. l had borrowed like that before and I have 
alwavs paid him back that way. 

Mr. Franacan. Then, as I understand 

Mr. Karsr. “eee I have never seen this check before 

Mr. FLANAGAN. As I understand, sometime after that vou needed 
approximately $3, 500, according to your statement, to pay the mterest 
on some loans you hi ud. 

Mr. Karst. That is right, sir. 

Mr. FLanaGan. According to your statement, you went to Schu- 
macher to get that money. Is that correct? 

Mr. Karst. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Franacan. He then arranged with the bank so that you could 
get a loan, and he endorsed vour note in the amount of $38,500. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. Karst. That is right, s 

Mr. Franacan. That is this note which was placed in as exhibit 6 
this morning? 

Mr. Karst, That is right, siz 

Mr. Fuanacan. When it came time to pay off this note, you did 
not have the money. Is that true? 
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Mr. Karst. That is true, and Mr. Schumacher realized, when he 
made this arrangement, that I did not have the money, and he said 
he would help me along as best he could. 
Mr. Fianacan. I noticed that on the back of this note there are 
payments. On November 28, a payment of $1,000; and on December 
20 a payment of $1,250; and then the last payment was on December 
30, the remainder, which would be about $1,250. Did Mr. Schu- 
macher make those payments? 
Mr. Karst. Yes. He told me that he made the first payment on 
November 28; then I made the payment on December 20, and he told 
me he made the final payment on December 30, which included the 
principal of $1,250 and the interest of $47.45, a total of $1,297.95. 
Mr. FuanaGan. We placed in the record last week a check in the 
amount of $1,000, dated November 15, 1949, signed by Mr. Waechter 
and endorsed by him, and a check dated December 28, 1949, in the 
amount of $1,300, signed by Waechter, endorsed by him and endorsed 
by Mr. Schumacher. Mr. Waechter has advised us that this $2,300 
was actually turned over to Mr. Schumacher for your use [handing]. 
Did you ever see those checks before? 
Mr. Karst. No, sir; I have never seen those checks. This is the 
first time I have ever seen a photostat of them. 

Mr. Franacan. When did you find out that Waechter was paying 
off this note through Schumacher? 
Mr. Karsr. I did not find that out until a few weeks after the final 
payment Mr. Schumacher made on my bank note. 

Mr. FLranaGan. That would be sometime early in 1950. The last 
payment of your bank note was in 1949? 
Mr. Karst. That is right. 
Mr. FLanaGan. How did you happen to find out it was Waechter 
who was furnishing the money to pay off this note? 
Mr. Karst. At that time I contacted Mr. Schumacher to explain 
to him I would have to pay this back in small dribbles and dabbles as 
| got it in from my paycheck from Congress. At that time he informed 
me that he did not owe—not to pay him but to pay Mr. Waechter, 
that he had gotten the money from Mr. Waechter because he was 
short, too. 
Mr. FLanaGan. That is the first time you found out that, in 
addition to the $1,750 which you borrowed in September, you bor- 
rowed an additional about $2,300 from Waechter. Is that right? 
Mr. Karst. That is right, sir. 
Mr. FuanaGan. Did you then communicate with Mr. Waechter? 
Mr. Karst. Yes; I did. 
Mr. FLANAGAN. That very same day? 
Mr. Karst. I do not recall if it was that day. It was, I believe, 
sometime after that I saw him in Washington, or saw him in St. 
Louis and told him I would have to pay it back in small amounts, 
and he said that would be all right. 
Mr. FLANAGAN. Was there any evidence of that debt? 
Mr. Karst. I did not expect to pay him back that soon, but he 
wanted it right after the first of the year for some emergency, and 
then I picked it up a little bit until I owed him $3,000, and after I got 
out of Congress I accumulated the $3,000 and paid him. 
Mr. Furanacan. Was there any evidence of that debt which you 
owed Waechter? 
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Mr. Karst. No; there was no evidence of a personal loan, no, sir. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. You say that you started to pay him a small bit 
at a time? 

Mr. Karst. I paid him $500 in cash, to the best of my recollection. 
It was around February of 1951 or 1950—1950; and then later on in 
the spring of that year I saw him in Washington and paid him either 
$300 or $250, and then I paid him again in St. Louis either $300 or 
$250. Ido not recall the exact amounts at that time. 

Mr. Fianacan. In any event after you paid him these small cash 
payments you still owed him $3,000; is that correct? 

Mr. Karst. That is correct. 

Mr. FranaGan. I have here a check that you placed in the record 
this morning dated April 16, 1951, signed by yourself, in the amount 
of $3,000, payable to Mr. Waechter and endorsed by Mr. Waechter, 
drawn on the St. Louis C ounty National Bank of Clayton, Mo. Did 
you use this check in full payment of the remaining $3,000 of the debt? 

Mr. Karst. Yes. And when I sent him this check I marked on 
the check “In final payment of past loans.” 

Mr. FLaAnaGan. | notice that on the front of the check, ‘Final 
payment of past loans.” 

Mr. Karst. At the time I wrote it I never thought I would 
questioned about it. 

Mr. FLanaGan. Was there any connection at all between the loans 
which you had obtained from Waechter and the work that you did 
or the inquiries you made as a Member of Congress on behalf of J. D. 
Streett & Co.? 

Mr. Karst. Absolutely not. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. You say there is no connection between the two? 

Mr. Karst. No connection. I never knew Mr. Waechter had any 
interest in anything of that nature. 

Mr. FranaGan. When did you find out that Waechter had any 
interest in this? 

Mr. Karsr. I found out he had an interest in it when I read it in 
the papers. 

Mr. FLanaGcan. That would be this year. 

Mr. Karst. That was this year, and I think it was maybe 2 or 
3 months ago. I do not know how much time has flown by since 
then. The St. Louis paper had an article about his receiving a 
$25,000 fee. 

Mr. Fruanacan. Was that the first time that you knew that 
Waechter got a fee out of this $25,000—a $25,000 fee out of this deal? 

Mr. Karsr. Absolutely. 

Mr. Fianacan. When did you first find out that Schumacher had 
any interest in this other than the fact that he made inquiries of it? 

Mr. Karst. I do not recall finding anything out except what I 
read in the papers just recently. 

Mr. FiuanaGan. During the same period of time, 1949 and 1950, 
did you have any other financial transactions with Mr. Waechté 

Mr. Karst. No, sir; that was it. 

Ir. FLANAGAN. These were the only ones? 

Mr. Karst. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fianaaan. Did you have any financial transactions with Mr. 
Schumacher? Any others than what you have explained here’ 

Mr. Karst. No; none other that I recall. 
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Mr. FianaGan. Did you have any with the J. D. Streett Co., or 
any of its representatives? 

Mr. Karst. I do not know J. D. Streett, the company, I do not 
know the president, the gentleman that I read in the paper, Mr. 
Baker, I never heard of him until—— 

Mr. FiranaGcan. Did Mr. Schumacher, Mr. Waechter, or anyone 
connected with the J. D. Streett & Co., contribute to any of your 
political campaigns during that period? 

Mr. Karst. No, they did not. 

Mr. FuanaGan. I have no further questions. 


Senator Hory. Mr. Karst, we thank you for your appearance. | 
think you made a very fine statement. 


The committee will now take a recess, subject to being recalled at 
any time it may be found necessary. 
Whereupon, at 10:42 a. m 


You are excused. 
., the subcommittee adjourned, subject 
to the eall of the Chair.) 
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ExHiBit No. 4 
JuLy 8, 1949. 
To: John J. Joss, General Counsel, AG. 
From: James E. MeCormack, Director, PAP. 
Subject: Amended Declarations of Surplus. 


Congressman Karst, of St. Louis, Mo., has asked us for an early decision on the 
sale of three warehouses and the underlying land, located at Jefferson Barracks. 
The du Pont Co., which has a contract with the Federal Government, wishes to 
acquire these buildings and sites at the earliest possible date, with the remainder 
of the industrial area. The corporation will employ 2,500 local people in its 
operations. 

The three warehouses and sites referred to were included in the original declara- 
tion of surplus from the Army and subsequently withdrawn by the Army for the 
use of the Organized Reserves. Quite recently the Organized Reserves have 
advised the Army that they were no longer interested in the use of the buildings 
and wished to release them as excess to their needs. The Army in turn, is desirous 
of amending its original declaration of surplus and return these buildings and 
sites to War Assets to be disposed of with the balance of the surplus property at 
Jefferson Barracks now under the jurisdiction of War Assets. 

In order that we may advise the Congressman in the premises promptly, it is 
requested that vou let us know whether there are any legal barriers to the accept- 
ance of the return of these buildings and sites to our Administration for disposal. 


James E. McCormack. 
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Exuisit No. 9 


Alfred C. Waldemer, chairman Joseph W. Dierker, secretary-treasurer 
Cashier, Southern Commercial & Savings Bank 719 Hoffmesiter, Lockhart 7551, St. Louis 23, Mo. 


JEFFERSON BARRACKS NATIONAL MONUMENT COMMITTEE 


7201 South Broadway, Plateau 1234, St. Louis 11, Mo. 
E. R. Kinsey 
Consulting engineer 
J ose ph aA Kreyling 
Commander, St. Louis Central Council 
American War Dads 
Raymond F. McNally, Jr. 
Conference commander 11th & 12th district, 
American Legion 
P. Donald Fisher 
Commander, St. Louis Chapter No. 1 
Disabled American Veterans 
Dr. John B. Wedge, G. K 
tosati Council, Knights of Columbus 
Honorai.le Albert C. Metter 
Mayor of Columbia, Ill 
Joseph W. Dierker 
Attorney and Counselor-at-Law 
W.E. J. Quinn, USA (Ret.) 
Last Commandant Jefferson Barracks 
Vineent J. Hatch 
Attorney, E. St. Louis, Ill 
Vernon Schertel 
Editor, Naborhood Link News, Lemay 
John W. Hoerr 
lith Ward Alderman of St. Louis 
Frank J. Nesselhauf 
Commander, St. Louis Veterans 
Foreign Wars Council 
James McAteer 
lith Ward Democratic committeeman of St. Louis 
Harry A. McCarty 
Public relations, St. Louis VF W Council 
Mrs. D. 8S. Pruett 
President, Carnodelet Women’s Club 
W. H. Moore 
Secretary, Dist. Council Lions International 
P. A. Ludwig 
Commander American Legion Post No. 581, Columbia, Il 
Frank X. Gillen 
Democratic committeeman Normandy Township 
Dr. Max Starkloftf 
President, llth Ward Republican Club 
iJ. Walsl 
Commander, 13th Dist. Veterans Foreign Wars 
A. McCluskey 
Chapter No. 48 American War Dads 
William Stephen 
Secretary, downtown Lions 
Louis May 
Manager, Jefferson Barracks Bridge 
Fred W. Haag 
12th Ward Alderman of St. Louis 
John Gerhard, Jr 
Commander E. St. Louis Post No. 53, American Legion 
John W. Meyer 
Regional director AMVETS 
Mrs. Helen Hess 
President, St. Louis Auxiliary, Veterans Foreign Wars 
Ravmond W. Karst 
U.S. Congressman, 12th District 
Don Dobb 
Affton Chamber of Commerce 
Dewey J. Winheim 
Oak ville-Point Taxpayers Association 
Anthony DeBasio 
Lemay HI-12 
lr. F. Desmond 
West End Kiwanis 
William Lee Herron 
Commander 11th district Veterans Foreign Wars 
William F. Dunkman 
Pres., Mo. State Assn. American War Dads 
Matthew N. Messmer 
4 K. | V. secret wy 
Eugene J. Coon 
Past Commander AMVET Post No. 5 
Mrs. Helen Gerard 
Missouri AMVETS Auxiliary 
Ralph O. VonThurm 
Pres., Kingston Park Improvement Assn 
Woy Larson 
Carondelet Lions 
Mrs. Jessie Coleman 
Vice-chairman, Democratic State Com. of Missouri 


hy 
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Exxrsit No. 10 


RayMonp W. Karst, 127TH District, Missowuri, 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STaTEs, 
Houst OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 24, 1949. 
Mr. Josepu W. DierRKE! 


\ 


ecrelar jy ? 7 je? 


iTer, efler n B 


Trea 1] Barracks National Monument Committee, 
Hoffmeister, Sf Louis co. Vo 


4 


r19 


Dear Mr. Ditrker: | was not surprised in receiving your letter of May 18th. 
It seems as though your group, the President, and myself are the only ones that 
iave any sympathy for the outcome of Jefferson Barracks. 

[ have been working very closely with the War Assets Administration, and they 
have dicated to me that no action would be 


i 


taken without first consulting me. 
Administration is to go out of business on or about 


iecessary that jthey try to close their pending deals 
prior to that time When Judge Matthews was here just recently, he mad 


A ) Know, the War Assets 


di, and ence it Ss I 


e al 
late ti situati1o! 
re are a number of details that must be worked out, if the President would 
( I he Pr Xmatio wheh it is prese nted to him. I will do every- 
my power to prevent any sale ntil after I have been to St. Louis and 
i i this entire project with vou [ can promise you that no action will be 
May I sugge hat this Proclamation that vou are preparing be forwarded to 
ne as Gg klv as possible, and also, have Don Fischer send me excerpts from the 
Pul Law authorizing t Preside to make such a proclamation. If you will 
reca don read this Pub Law at the last meeting I attended of vour Executive 
Looking forward to hearing from you in the very near future, and assuring you { 
Iw lo evervt gy that I can here, I am, = 
Q “ 
Ray. Si 
P.8s The letters \ ent me are returned herewith. 7 
Tue Wuire Houss, - j 
WASHINGTON, 12 May 1949. = 
Mi a. ¢ W ALDERMER “ 
Chairman, Jefferson Barracks National Park Committee, = 
Cottor I ling, 408 Pine Street, 





4 
St. Louts 2, Missourt. d : ° 
2 « ~ . 
| 4 | Nii W aALDERME! Reference yvour letter of 30 March 1949 to Mr j <4 
Ar r ki. Cootes, who handed it to me, I enclose herewith copy of communication j s = 3h, 
from Mr. Jess Larson, War Assets iministrator, which outlines the situation ae oi >. 
with regard to the disposition of Jefferson Barracks as it exists at present. / rx Sue 2 . % My . 
> a > = r 
re} erely } C ¢ reper é £ wt 2 
y ~~ 4 < 6s 4 > 
Harry H. VAuGHAN, ( r Y* 58, ase . ~~ : 
¥ ‘ > ; °F " : = z a =» . 
Major General, | S. Army (Res.), Military Aide to the President 2 :* sae Fen SS , . 
d . ; a ’ ZE<0 yt _~e > 
rence notatior Returt hese at your convenience, > -/.  S 2 >= 
| : eo tEhh, SEB RS oe ihe 
; . 222 ¥ Noe Pt ie < 
1} 32 ’ . ‘ Sn SQ = 
2x - : 7% > & . 
5 <« 
a Se 33° =" 
4 © « tS. : ) =) : 
P -t es : ‘ 
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RS FEe2 2e<s 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DATA FOR APPENDIX 


Sr. Louis, Mo., April 24, 1952, 
Re your file No. 38-8. 
Mr. Francis D. FLANAGAN, 
Chief Counsel, United States Senate Committee on Government Operations, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. FLANAGAN: I just returned to St. Louis this morning, and I wanted 
to write you this letter promptly because on my way returning from Washington 
I tried to review in my mind my testimony given before the committee on Tuesday 
morning. I am not quite sure, but I feel certain that during the progress of my 
examination Senator Mundt asked me a series of questions regarding my previous 
affairs with the War Assets Administration. As you know, he asked me a number 
of questions along the line as to whether | had ever secured any surplus property 
for myself, and I answered that I had not. However, I believe he asked me, if 
my recollection now serves correctly, whether or not I have ever represented 
anybody else who had secured any surplus from the agency. In the confusion, 
I believe I answered this question ‘‘No.” If I did, this answer was clearly a 
mistake and erroneous because on one other occasion I had represented the 
Aeronca Aireraft Corp. of Middleton, Ohio, I believe in the spring of 1949, who 
secured some properties through the Cincinnati agency located in Middleton, 
Ohio. I think the records I submitted to you will show this fact because I made 
my income tax return showing the fee I received, which was actually paid by 
26,000 shares of stock in the corporation which I sold through White & Co., 
brokers here, for $1,000 late in 1949. Of course, this was the amount of my fee 
and so reported on my income tax return, and at my meeting with Mr. Adami* 
(I think that is his correct name) and Mr. Sheridan of your office on Monday 
afternoon we discussed the nature of this fee. Since my answer before the 
committee was erroneous, | now ask permission in view of all the facts and cir- 
cumstances for the committee to correct it so that my testimony will conform 
with the true situation. There was no intent on my part to withhold this 
information for any purpose whatever. 

Hoping you will submit this matter to the committee and ask them to consider 
this letter as part of my testimony. However, if the committee thinks I should 
reappear before it to correct this erroneous answer I| shall be glad to comply 
with its wishes. 

Thanking you again for your courtesy, I beg to remain 

Yours very truly, 
James A, WamCHTER. 


*Adierman. 
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